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1 INTRODUCTION

This Addendum 1 incorporates comments received by the Montana Department of
Environmental Quality (MDEQ) during their 30 day public scoping period (April 6 — May
6, 2005) related to the proposed construction of a coal-fired electric plant in the area of
Great Falls, MT. This State scoping is supplementary to the Federal scoping conducted
by the USDA Rural Utilities Service (“RUS”) during the fall, 2004.

The MDEQ public scoping meeting was conducted on April 18, 2005 at the Great Falls
Civic Center. The public was notified by advertisements in the local newspapers, via
State websites and through specific invitations. Copies of the newspaper notices are
included in Appendix H.

2 MDEQ PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

2.1 GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

The goal of a public scoping meeting is to solicit comments and encourage participation
in accordance with RUS guidelines and MDEQ scoping requirements. The objective is
to establish a clear and open dialogue with the public and provide a forum and process
for opportunity to identify and define the scope of issues to be addressed in the
Environmental Impact Study (EIS).

2.2NOTIFICATION PROCESS

A Meeting Notice to hold public scoping meetings and to prepare an EIS was published
by MDEQ on their website and the press release was sent to the following media. A
copy of the notice is included in Appendix H.

e The Great Falls Tribune
e (Cascade Courier

e High Plains Warrior

e KEIN AM

e KFBB TV -ABC
¢ KMON AM

e KRTV-CBS

e KTGF TV -NBC
e KXGFAM

In addition the Press Release was sent to Newslinks, the Associated Press, the
Western Environmental Trade Association, the Montana Environmental Information
Center (MEIC), Senator Conrad Burns office, The Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and the Helena Independent Record. A notice for the meeting was also sent to
ninety nine 99 additional individuals per the mailing list in Appendix H.
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2.3PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING

The public scoping meeting for the project was conducted by MDEQ per the agenda
shown in Appendix I. There were 45 people registered on the attendee’s list. There
were additional people in attendance that did not sign the Attendance List. The
Attendee’s list is shown in Appendix J.

2.4 PuBLIC COMMENTS

A total of thirty-eight (38) written responses containing one hundred and thirty seven
(137) comments were received from the public and agencies during the scoping
comment period that ended May 6, 2005. Comments were received in the form of direct
letters mailed to MDEQ, emails, and completed comment forms. All written comments
were entered into a spreadsheet for analysis and summary. A summary of this
information is included in Appendix K. All original completed public comment forms and
sign-in sheets are on file at MDEAQ.

Some comment letters were received from parties who also commented during the RUS
Scoping Period. These letters are included in the response and comment count to
insure that any new comments were not overlooked. The duplicate responder’'s names
are highlighted in bold italics.

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS BY CATEGORY
Air Quality

A total of fifty-one (51) comments were received on air quality issues. Ten (10) of the
comments were in regards to sulfur dioxide (SO;) and nitrogen dioxides (NOy)
emissions levels. Eight (8) comments were in regard to various forms of particulate
matter emissions. Seventeen (17) comments were in regards to mercury emissions and
the health issues related to them. Fourteen (14) comments pertained to emissions of
carbon dioxide (CO;) and other greenhouse gases and the potential effects on global
warming. One (1) comment expressed concern about dioxin emissions. One (1)
comment expressed general concern about all plant emissions.

Alternative Fuels

Two (2) comments expressed concern that fuels other than coal will be burned and that
emissions from the other fuels may not be known.

Alternative Technology

Nine (9) comments were received regarding alternative technologies and the need to
use renewable resources in lieu of coal for generating electricity. Wind generation was
the main technology listed as an alternative. Others suggested study of Integrated
Gasification Combined Cycle (IGCC) technology and solar power.

Conservation

One (1) comment was received regarding the general need for conservation alternatives
and incentives.

Due Process/Public Input

Three (3) comments were received expressing concern that the public was not involved
in the selection of the generating alternative for the plant.
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Economic Viability

Three (3) comments questioned the ability of the plant to operate at a price competitive
rate. One (1) of these comments questioned the future legality of fossil fuel generating
plants.

Environment (General)

There were five (5) comments on general environmental issues. The comments
centered on environmental impacts that could be caused by the proposed power plant
and the type of controls that would be put in place to minimize those impacts.

Health & Safety

There were twelve (12) comments related to health and safety. Most of the comments
related to mercury emissions and the alleged possible link to autism. There were also
comments about general human health concerns associated with the proposed power
plant, including asthma and cancer.

Land Use

Two (2) comments were in regard to land use. One (1) expressed concern that the plant
would be built on valuable farm land. One (1) asked why the plant would not be located
closer to the coal mine source.

Noise

There was one (1) comment expressing concern that the plant will contribute to noise
pollution in the area.

Project Support

Eleven (11) letters were received expressing support for the project. Comments
specifically pointed to economic benefits, permanent job growth, affordable power and
environmental friendly operation.

Reclamation/Remediation

Two (2) comments questioned whether there were plans for future reclamation or
remediation of the site if the plant were to shut down or be decommissioned.

Solid Waste

There were ten (10) comments regarding possible disposal of solid waste on site. Solid
waste disposal topics include the amount of ash to be disposed, potential for leakage
and run-off, monitoring requirements, and the adequacy of current laws to regulate solid
waste disposal.

Traffic

One (1) comment was received expressing concern about added traffic for plant
activities.

Visual

Two (2) comments were received on visual impacts. One comment was in regard to
possible light pollution. One expressed concern about haze near parks and reserves.
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Water

Sixteen (16) comments on water issues were received. Six (6) of the comments
expressed concern regarding pollution of water resources resulting from power plant
emissions. The other ten (10) were in regard to water rights and usage, specifically
questioning the use of Great Falls water rights for the project and the usage of water in
a drought condition.

Wildlife

There were two (2) comments regarding the potential effects of mercury exposure of
local fish.

Agency Comments

The US Fish and Wildlife Service sent a letter referring back to their comment to the
RUS scoping request. The Montana Department of Transportation stated that they
would like to review effects of the plant on right-of-way and traffic volume. The
Lewistown Water Resources Office advised that water use will require authorization
from the Department of Natural Resources. Agency Letters are attached in Appendix L.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE FOR MORE INFORMATION
April 6, 2005 Kathy Johnson
DEQ MEPA Unit
(406) 444-1760
katjohnson@mt.gov

DEQ SEEKING PUBLIC COMMENTS ON PROPOSED GREAT FALLS POWER
PLANT

Helena -- The Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) began a public
scoping period today to accept public comments on the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Statement for the proposed Highwood Generation Station coal-fired electrical
generation facility to be located near Great Falls, MT.

Southern Montana Electric Generation and Transmission Cooperative, Inc.
supplies electricity to five rural electric cooperatives in central and south-central Montana
and a municipal utility. The company is proposing to construct the 250 megawatt coal-
fired power plant. Highwood Generating Station Unit #1 would use a circulating
“fluidized bed” combustion technology fueled by low sulfur southern Montana coal..

The purpose of scoping is to allow interested members of the public to express
their comments and concerns regarding the proposed project and associated permits. A
public meeting has been scheduled for Monday, April 18, to take comments. It will be
held in the Missouri Room of the Great Falls Civic Center beginning at 7:00 p.m.

Written comments may also be sent to the DEQ. They should be sent to Kathy
Johnson, Montana DEQ, PO Box 200901, Helena MT, 59620-0901, or by e-mail to
katjohnson @mt.gov. Comments must be received no later than May 6, 2005.

The DEQ will make reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities who
wish to participate in this meeting. If you require an accommodation, please contact the
department at the address above no later than April 13, 2005.

##H# END ###



April 6, 2005

Dear Interested Citizen:

The Montana Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ) is announcing a 30-day public
scoping period under the Montana Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) for the following
proposed project and its related state permits:

Highwood Generation Station Unit #1
A 250 megawatt (MW) Coal-Fired Electrical Generating Facility
near Great Falls, Montana

Southern Montana Electric Generation and Transmission Cooperative, Inc. (SME) is proposing
to construct a 250 MW coal-fired power plant at a site near Great Falls (Highwood Generation
Station Unit #1). SME conducted an alternatives analysis to meet the power needs of its
customers and concluded that owning its own source of electrical generation is in the best
interests of its members. Results of a statewide power plant siting study by SME identified two
sites near Great Falls as having the best attributes to support a coal-fired generation plant.
Further details on the proposal is provided in the enclosed scoping document.

MDEQ is entrusted with the authority to review and issue environmental permits required for
discharges from power generation and other industrial facilities. The department must conduct
an environmental analysis under MEPA of its decision regarding these environmental permits.
Because SME applied for financing for the project from the Rural Utility Service (RUS), U.S.
Department of Agriculture, RUS must also conduct an environmental analysis of the project
under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). MDEQ will prepare and issue a joint
environmental impact statement (EIS) for the project with RUS.

MDEQ is holding a public meeting and will collect comments during a 30-day public comment
period on the state permits and licenses that SME would need to implement its proposed power
plant. RUS conducted a public scoping meeting and received public comments on the proposed
project during the fall of 2004. The purpose of public scoping is to allow interested members of
the public to express their comments and concerns regarding the proposed project and associated
permits. The agencies will then consider those comments and concerns in determining the issues
to be addressed in the EIS.

You are invited to attend MDEQ’s public scoping meeting as outlined below. The department
will make reasonable accommodations for persons with disabilities who wish to participate in



this meeting. If you require an accommodation, please contact the MDEQ at the address below
no later than April 13, 2005:

Public Scoping Meeting
on the Preparation of an EIS for
Southern Montana Electric Generation and Transmission Cooperative’s
Highwood Generation Station Unit #1

Location: Great Falls Civic Center, Missouri Room
Time: April 18, 2005, 7:00 p.m.

You may submit written comments or concerns to MDEQ at the meeting. Or, if you wish, you
may mail or e-mail them to MDEQ at the addresses listed below no later than May 6, 2005:

Kathleen Johnson, MEPA Coordinator
Re: SME’s Highwood Generating Station EIS
Montana Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 200901
Helena, MT 59620-0901
406-444-1760
katjohnson@mt.gov

If you already submitted comments to RUS during its scoping period, it is not necessary for you
to comment again to MDEQ during the State's scoping period unless you have new or additional
concerns. Both agencies will consider all comments received by RUS as well as MDEQ when
preparing the draft and final EISs.

Sincerely,
[Signed: April 6, 2005]

Thomas M. Ellerhoff
Environmental Program Manager
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Agenda
Montana Department of Environmental Quality
Public Scoping Meeting
for
Southern Montana Electric Generation and Transmission Cooperative, Inc.
Highwood Generating Station Unit #1
Environmental Impact Statement
April 18, 2005 7:00 pm
Great Falls Civic Center, Missouri Room

1. Open Meeting/Introductions (5 minutes) DEQ
2. Presentation on Highwood Generating Station (25 minutes) SME
3. Overview of MEPA and Permitting Process (15-20 minutes) DEQ

4. Information on the Applicable Permits and Opportunity for the Public to Ask Questions
(until 9:00 p.m.)

Separate Stations to address questions and provide information:

» Air Quality Permitting Program DEQ
» Water Quality Permitting Program DEQ
» Solid Waste Management Program DEQ
» Public Water Supply and Waste Water Program DEQ
» Montana Environmental Policy Act (MEPA)/EIS process DEQ
» Water Rights DNRC
» SME Displays and Exhibits (i.e., power plant diagram, transmission maps, etc.) SME

Comment Sheets are available to provide opportunity for written submission of questions and
comments either at the public scoping meeting or by mail before May 6, 2005.
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Southern Montana Electric Generation
and Transmission Cooperative, Inc.

Highwood Generating Station Unit #1
Public Meeting Attendees
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Randy Gray
randygray@gmail.com
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Great Falls, MT 59401

Ed Reinhardt
6011 4th Avenue SW
Great Falls, MT 59403

Earl Salley
1112 7th Street S.
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3721 7th Avenue N.
Great Falls, MT 59401

Alan See
Box 138
Ashland, MT
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PO Box 57
Joliet, MT
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Category

Sub- Category

Comments

- Commenting Entity/Person (names in Bold Italics represent
% B o3 ® _ *qc: commentors that replied to RUS Scoping)
= O < o g € Comment letters are in alphabetical order by the last name
o 2 > 8% 2 9 L o € following this matrix.
4 o 3 3gsg2 - & O
X 3 = s o [}
o) 8 © T 79 5 % o Py
» § 2 5025 =z &
— £5 6 = g
= GRS S
133 o
Public Comments
Air Quality 1 1 1 Wilbur Wood
Air Quality 1 Diana Talcott
Air Quality 1 1 1 1 Dennis Tighe
Air Quality 1 Guy Schmidt
Air Quality 1 Craig Lacasse
Air Quality 1 1 Hilary Ransdell Lewin
Air Quality 1 1 1 1 Stuart Lewin
Air Quality 1 Stephen Mayernick
Air Quality 1 1 Ronald Mathsen
Air Quality 1 Richard Fisher
Air Quality 1 1 1 1 Joanne Fisher
Air Quality 1 1 1 Diane Stinger
Air Quality 1 1 1 Jude Smith
Air Quality 1 Mert and Vicki Freyholtz
Air Quality 1 1 Aart Dolman
Air Quality 1 1 1 1 Charles Bocock
Air Quality 1 1 1 Lisa Lotte Hardiman
Air Quality 1 1 Pat Helvey
Air Quality 1 1 1 Sue Dickenson
Air Quality 1 1 Ellen Pfister
Air Quality 1 1 1 1 Mindy Nielsen
Air Quality Totals 10 8 17 14 1 1
Alternate Fuel Concerns (Waste Products) 1 |Stuart Lewin
Alternate Fuel Concerns (Waste Products) 1 |Mert and Vicki Freyholtz
Alternate Fuel Concerns (Waste Products) Totals 2
Alternative Technology 1 Wilbur Wood
Alternative Technology 1 | Diana Talcott
Alternative Technology 1 | Joanne Fisher
Alternative Technology 1 Duncan Riley
Alternative Technology 1 |Charles Bocock
Alternative Technology 1 |Pat Helvey

Alternative Technology

Cheryl Reichert M.D. (Dr. Reichert also attached her letter to
the RUS which can be found in the RUS Scoping Summary)

Alternative Technology

Joseph Femling




Category

Sub- Category

Comments

- Commenting Entity/Person (names in Bold Italics represent
% B o3 ® _ % commentors that replied to RUS Scoping)
= O < o g € Comment letters are in alphabetical order by the last name
o 2 > 8% 2 9 L o € following this matrix.
4 o 3 3gsg2 - & O
X 3 = s o [}
o) 8 © T 79 5 % o Py
» § 2 5025 =z &
— 25 6 = g
= GRS S
133 o
Alternative Technology Mindy Nielsen
Alternative Technology Total
Conseravation Ellen Pfister
Due Process/Public Input Hilary Ransdell Lewin
Due Process/Public Input Stuart Lewin
Due Process/Public Input Aart Dolman
Due Process/Public Input Total
Economic Viabilty Stuart Lewin
Economic Viabilty Stephen Mayernick
Economic Viabilty Mindy Nielsen

Economic Viabilty Total

General Environment

Richard Fisher

General Environment

Joanne Fisher

General Environment

Jude Smith

General Environment

Ellen Pfister

General Environment

Joseph Femling

General Environment Total

General Support Comments

Guy Schmidt

General Support Comments

Gerhard Helm

General Support Comments

Bob and Ann Evans

General Support Comments E. A. Johnson
General Support Comments Alan See

General Support Comments Alan Evans

General Support Comments Jim Heberly
General Support Comments Warren Bickford
General Support Comments David Brown
General Support Comments Dianne Jovick-Kuntz
General Support Comments Bill Beecher

General Support Comments Totals

Health & Safety

Diana Talcott

Health & Safety

Dennis Tighe

Health & Safety

Stuart Lewin

Health & Safety

Stephen Mayernick

Health & Safety

Ronald Mathsen

Health & Safety

Richard Fisher

Health & Safety

—\—\—\—\—\—\—\:—\—\—\—\—\—\—\—\—\—\—\m—\—\—\—\—\w—\—\—\w—\—\—\—\«)—\

Joanne Fisher




Category Sub- Category Comments
- Commenting Entity/Person (names in Bold Italics represent
% B o3 ® _ % commentors that replied to RUS Scoping)
= O < o g € Comment letters are in alphabetical order by the last name
o 2 > 8% 2 9 L o € following this matrix.
4 o 3 3gsg2 - & O
N 3 = £ o o)
®) i3] O I "9 5 § o >
> 5 =§0=25z=z 8 §
— 25 6 = g
= GRS S
133 o
Health & Safety 1 |Diane Stinger
Health & Safety 1 Mert and Vicki Freyholtz
Health & Safety 1 |Aart Dolman
Health & Safety 1 |Charles Bocock
Health & Safety 1 |Pat Helvey
Health & Safety Total 12
Land Use 1 |Stephen Mayernick
Land Use 1 Mert and Vicki Freyholtz
Land Use Total 2
Noise 1 |Lisa Lotte Hardiman
Reclamation/Remediation 1 [Stuart Lewin
Reclamation/Remediation 1 Mert and Vicki Freyholtz
Reclamation/Remediation Total 2
Solid Waste Disposal 1 Dennis Tighe
Solid Waste Disposal 1 ' Hilary Ransdell Lewin
Solid Waste Disposal 1 Ronald Mathsen
Solid Waste Disposal 1 Richard Fisher
Solid Waste Disposal 1 | Joanne Fisher
Solid Waste Disposal 1 Mert and Vicki Freyholtz
Solid Waste Disposal 1 Aart Dolman
Solid Waste Disposal 1 Lisa Lotte Hardiman
Solid Waste Disposal 1 | Sue Dickenson
Solid Waste Disposal 1 Mindy Nielsen
Solid Waste Disposal Total 10
Traffic 1 |Mert and Vicki Freyholtz
Visual 1 |Dennis Tighe
Visual 1 Pat Helvey
Visual Total 2
Water 1 Wilbur Wood
Water 1 Dennis Tighe
Water 1 Hilary Ransdell Lewin
Water 1 1 |Stuart Lewin
Water 1 Joanne Fisher
Water 1 Stephen Mayernick
Water 1 |Diane Stinger

Water

Jude Smith
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Water 1 Mert and Vicki Freyholtz
Water 1 |Aart Dolman
Water 1 Charles Bocock
Water 1 Lisa Lotte Hardiman
Water 1 Cheryl Reichert M.D.
Water 1 1 Mindy Nielsen
Water Total 10 6
Wildlife 1 |Jude Smith
Wildlife 1 |Pat Helvey
Wildlife Total 2

Public Advocacy Groups

Responded but did not comment (MEIC did
comment during RUS Scoping - see letter
attached to RUS Scoping Summary)

Montana Environmental Information Center

Agency Comments

Responded with copy of letter included in
the RUS Scoping Summary

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Traffic

Montana Department of Transportation

Right-of-way

Montana Department of Transportation

Water Rights Authorization

-_ A A

Lewiston Water Resources Office




May 6, 2005

Kathleen Johnson, MEPA Project Coordinator
Montana Department of Environmental Quality
PO Box 200901

Helena, MT 59602-0901

Re: Highwood Generating Station EIS
Dear Ms. Johnson:

I am writing in support of the proposed Highwood Generating Station near Great Falls
and urge the Department of Environmental Quality to grant the necessary permits, after
sound considerations of any environmental impact the facility may have.

As a resident of Great Falls, I am pleased that the Highwood Station will use cleaner
circulating fluidized bed coal technology. I enjoy Great Falls’ clean air and water, so the
plant’s low emissions are a key reason for my support. It is my belief that any coal fired
electric generation facilities should meet Best Available Control Technology (BACT)
requirements for air emissions and recognize that this facility will employ advanced
equipment to mitigate the impact on the region.

As a City Commissioner, I believe the economic impact that development of the plant
will have on Great Falls is impressive. Projections show that the plant will create 400-500
construction jobs and 65-75 permanent operating and maintenance jobs. Moreover,
bringing public power to Great Falls will create the long-awaited stable energy costs that
Great Falls residents and businesses deserve.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Bill Beecher
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April 25, 2005

Ms. Kathleen Johnson

MEPA Coordinator

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

RE: SME’s Highwood Generating Station EIS

Dear Ms. Johnson:

As a recipient of electric service in Billings, Montana from Yellowstone Valley Electric
Cooperative, as supplied by Southern Montana Electric Generation & Transmission
Cooperative, I have a significant interest in the Highwood Generating Station. A long-
term supply of electricity with stable, cost-based rates should be uppermost in the minds
of Montana’s state officials. As we have seen with the sell-off of Montana Power
Company’s generation assets and the bankruptcy proceedings of NorthWestern over the
past few years, stability should be a real concern for the financial well-being of our state
and its citizens. The members of Southern Montana deserve due consideration for a
project that will provide “just what the doctor ordered”.

The Highwood Station will provide an environmentally efficient supply of electricity for
many years into the future for a significant number of Montanans. The long-term effects
of drought in our region and the loss of future power supplies from the Bonneville Power
Administration require that we look ahead for affordable and reliable energy. Montana
has the coal resources to greatly benefit itself. The last thing we need in Montana is to be
reliant on outside, cost-based corporations that answer to their boards of directors’ desire
for increasing profits. Our rural electric cooperatives return the money they make to their
members in the form of capital credits and I am truly more confident in the boards of
directors of our member cooperatives taking care of my power supply.

Thank vou.

Sincerely,

Warren Bickford
1822 Chandelier Circle
Billings, MT 59106



Kathleen Johnson, MEPA Coordinator April 26, 2005
Montana Department of Environmental Quality

P.0. Box 200901 RECEIVED
Helena, MT 599620-0901 APR 2 7 2005
Re: SME’s Highwood Generating Station EIS DEQ

DIRECTOR'S OFFICE

To whom it may concern:

| am writing this letter to explain why my grandchildren and the
citizens of Montana should not be subjected to the coal fired
power plant being proposed for Great Falls, Montana. Much better
and cleaner alternatives for power generation exist today and will
become increasingly more practical and affordable with time.

Clean water is a finite resource, and is more valuable than gold.
According to the scoping document provided by the Montana
Department of Environmental Quality, the Southern Montana
Electric Generation and Transmission Cooperative’s power plant
will devour 3200 gallons of our precious Missouri River every
minute, approximately 4.6 million gallons a day. This is half of what
the entire City of Great Falls uses on a typical winter day. This
amount of water would fill 115,000 bathtubs a day. Almost all of
this water will be lost to evaporation in the cooling towers; only
5% will be returned to the river. Ironically, the water will be
removed before it can be used for generation of hydroelectric
power at Morony Dam. It is foolhardy to spend a half billion of
today’s dollars for such an ill-conceived idea as a coal-fired power
plant; it defies common sense to sell our City’s ancient water
rights (note the City is not only providing the water but also
selling the water rights) and with it some of the long term
prospects for future population growth.

Montana’s Constitution guarantees our right to a “clean and
healthful environment”. Coal plants have long been notorious
because of the havoc they wreak on hapless communities and
environments. Coal is the most carbon intensive among fossil fuels,



emitting (29) percent more carbon per unit of energy than oil and
(80) percent more than gas. Coal plants have long been identified
by scientists the world over as major contributors to the
atmospheric accumulation of greenhouse gases that are thought
to be responsible for global warming and climate change. Toxic
gases like nitrogen oxides and sulfur dioxide are infamous
byproducts of coal plants which are responsible for acid rain and
a host of serious lung diseases. Dioxins, a known human
carcinogen, can also be formed when coal is burned, because
most coal contains chlorine. In 1995 the US Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) reported that utility and industrial burning
of coal is responsible for the sixth largest source of dioxin
emissions to the air.

Nevertheless, proposals for new coal plants continue to emerge all over
the West. In Helena, Montana, Patrick Judge, the energy policy director
for the Montana Environmental Information Center, says, “There is a fear
up here that we are becoming a kind of sacrifice zone for the rest of the
nation.” As reported by High Country News in Dec 2003, as many as nine
coal plants are being proposed in Montana, a state that “is already a net
exporter of electrical energy”, according to Patrick Judge.

It is helpful to compare the proposed Great Falls facility with other coal-
fired plants of similar size. If Nevco Energy Co. has its way, a 270-
megawatt power plant could be on line in SIGURD, UTAH, a community
ciose to Salt Lake City, as soon as 2008. The company, which is based in
the Salt Lake community of Bountiful, says the plant will burn coal, using a
technology called “Circulating Fluidized Bed Combustors” that sharply
reduces most emissions as compared to older coal plants. This is the

same ‘“NEW’ technology that is purposed for Great Fails.

Based upon proportional calculations from the emissions projected for the
Utah plant (which plans to burn Powder River Wycming coal) the
purposed “CLEAN” 250 megawatt plant in Great Falls, Montana, using the
‘Circulating Fluidized Bed Combustors’ could produce approximately
1,183 tons of Carbon Monoxide, 987 tons of Nitrogen Oxides,

247 tons of Sulfur Dioxide, along with Lead and pounds of Mercury.
(Western Roundup Dec. 2003) This is a wake up call for area grain farmers. Will



their crops be less productive or refused by the new barley “malting “
plant?

The deadly neurotoxin mercury is so dangerous that it only takes
.002 of a POUND of MERCURY or .000125 of an ounce or 1 /70 of a
teaspoon to contaminate a 25,981 acre lake to the point where
fish in that lake are no longer safe for human consumption
(Environment Canada Feb.2004). Mercury is capable of causing severe
brain damage in developing fetuses and mild tremors, mental
disorders, motor and emotional disturbances, even death, in
exposed individuals (refer to April 20, 2005 issue of the Journal of
American Medical Association, “The New Health Crisis of
Neurological Disorders”). The exposure to mercury depends on its
form, with mercury vapor and methyl mercury being the most
deadly, since they are nearly completely absorbed into the body.
Once mercury enters water — either directly or through deposition
from the air - biological processes transform it into methy!
mercury, a highly toxic form of mercury that bioaccumulates in fish
and other animals or mammals that eat fish. When a substance
bioaccumulates, its concentration increases as it moves through
the food chain. Towns downwind that draw drinking water for
community use will be subjected to the mercury from the
atmosphere. This is also a wake up call for The Montana Fish and
Game Dept.; what will become of fishing in the famous “Fort
Peck” reservoir.

Coal fired power plants are currently the most significant source
of atmospheric mercury emissions; the lack of reasonable
governmental standards or regulations on mercury emissions from
these facilities will surely be challenged by our constitutional right
to a clean and healthful environment.

A recent report by more than two dozen climate scientists and
engineers from Scripps Institute, The University of Washington, the
Department of Energy, and the U.S. Geological Survey, predict
that global warming will have a devastating effect on water



resources in the West. The report says that reservoir levels may
drop by more than a third and hydropower generation will drop by
as much as 40 percent. The report also found that increases in
summer temperatures and decreases in summer humidity may
cause a “substantial increase in fire danger over much of the
West”.

Why would the State Department of Environmental Quality or the
Federal Environmental Protection Agency want to add to these
problems by approving yet another coal fired plant?

The resurgence of coal was inevitable, says Janet Gellici, executive
director of the Colorado-based American Coal Council, an industry
advocacy group. Basically, the pendulum has swung so far to the
natural gas side that we won't be able o meet future needs.”

Other industry insiders confide that energy companies saw the gas
shortage coming. But rather than turning to alternative energy, like solar,
wind, or fuel cells, they encouraged the crisis, knowing that it could
revive coal, which utilities have shied away from in the last 20 years.
President Bush's energy policy has lowered the environmental
standards. The 1,700-page document details the upcoming emission
requirements that should make coal a safe bet again, says Gellici. It also
includes tax breaks for utilities using coal, and millions of dollars for
large-scale coal fired plants in the Great Plains and Midwest.

At a time when things are looking up for our beautiful city of Great Falls
why do we want to create numerous problems for our citizens and
especially the people living downwind and downstream from us?
Montana already exports power to other states, so our power needs are
not critical. The City of Great Falls and its leaders need to look to the
future using renewable energy sources.

Sincerely yours,
R T

Charles Bocock
51 Prospect Drive
Great Falls, MT 538405



DIRECTOR'S OFFICE

April 7, 2005

Kathleen Johnson, MPEA Project Coordinator
Montana Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59602-0901

Re: Highwood Generating Station EIS
Dear Ms. Johnson:

We are in full support of Southern Montana Electric Generation and Transmission
Cooperative, Inc.’s (SME) plans to build a coal-fired electrical generating facility east
(Salem site) of Great Falls. The plant’s design is environmentally responsible and
well done.  We also applaud the City of Great Falls’ initiative to be involved with this
project and its efforts to find a cost-effective alternative for the community’s energy
requirements.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important project.

Sicerely,

/ fvf&%"%ﬁ /X/v*vs/-——-—\_

A
David F. Brov\n President
(406) 761-6675

¢ City of Great Falls

P.O. Box 2996 » Great Falls, Montana ® 59403-2996 « (406) 761-6675 ¢ Fax (406) 761-0646

Femaill info@oiarntemrnocrmantana oot
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620 Riverview Dr. E.
Great Falls, MT 59404
April 12, 2003

Kathy Johnson

Montana DEQ

P.O. Box 200901
Helena, MT 59620-0901

Dear Kathy and DEQ:

These are my written comments and questions on the proposed Highwood Generating
Station. [ have several concerns.

Does the plant have any additional pollution control devices that particularly remove
mercury from the stack emissions? If not, what amount of mercury is captured as a side
benefit of SOx and NOx pollution control?

I'believe technology for specifically controlling mercury emissions is
commercially available and could easily fit into the construction plans for the plant---
right before the gases go up the stack. Pilot projects have shown this technology works.
Mercury is a toxic enough substance that it should be specifically controlled, not just
dealt with as a byproduct of other pollution controls.

[s there any technology to use the CO?2 released in the process---re-circulate it to some
beneficial use?

[ believe in the design of the plant, there can be and should be technology which
re-circulates and uses CO2, rather than releasing the gas. This was negotiated for the
natural gas generating plant proposed for the GF area. CO2 is a major contributor to
global warming. The steam (gas) can be used as an energy source for other industry.

Concerning the coal ash, where will it be stored? Will these dumping areas be lined and
will there be ongoing ground water monitoring? What about the dust/ash blowing
around---will the ash be covered or wet down? Where will this water go, if it is used to
water down the waste heaps? 7
I'believe that the waste disposal area should be lined, have ongoing ground water
monitoring, and if left in a dry state, be covered to avoid the dust/ash blowing around the
area. Ibelieve that there should be a way to contain/clean the water used to water down



the ash if that is the plan. The ash will contain toxic elements that need to be
monitored/contained.

These suggestions are not necessarily in state law but if SMG is a good neighbor
company who cares about the human health and the clean environment of Cascade
county, it should be willing to go beyond law. All technologies and waste treatment are

affordable and commercially available.

Sincerely yours,

3

Lo A

Sue Dickenson
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Johnson, Kathy

From: Aart Dolman [aart-dolman@bresnan net]
Sent: Saturday, April 30, 2005 9:36 AM
To: Johnson, Kathy

Subject: EIS Concerns about Gt Falls Coal fired Plant

Dear Kathleen attached is the document stating my concerns about the coal-fired electric generating plant.

Would you please attach them to the Scoping documentation. Thank you Aart Dolman.

5/2/2005



To: Kathleen Johnson, MEPA Coordinator
Montana Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 200901
Helena, MT 39602-0901

From: Aart Dolman
3016 Central Avenue
Great Falls, MT. 59401
Date: April 21, 2005
Re: Highwood Generation Station Unit #1 EIS

I am presenting my concerns as part of the EIS Scoping Process pertaining to the
proposed Highwood Generation Station Unit #1, and they are as follows: absence of public
participation in energy generation selection, presentation of incomplete information, and absence
of a plan for the control of mercury (HG) in its waste products.

I. Absence of Public Participation in Energy Generation selection:

This narration will address my concern that there was no public participation in the
decision for choosing this type of electric generation. My concern is that this project might be in
violation of our Montana Constitution for the public has not been given the opportunity to
choose which type, or alternative. electric generation. The choice for a coal-fired electric
generating plant was made by the Southern Montana Electric Generation and Transmission
Cooperative (SME), and the public was presented with a “fait accompli” before the conclusion of
an agreement with the City of Great Falls. The research for this plant was done by Stanley
Consultants Inc. in the Alternative Evaluation Study, revision 1, published by SME, October
2004 and it was made available to the public during the October 13, 2004, “Open House.” A
contract between SME, a Non Governmental Organization (NGO), which is a nonprofit
cooperative, had concluded a contract with the City of Great Falls, September 7, 2004, for the
production of electricity.!

I
~
[N

£}

The public was informed about the details of the plants operation during the October 1
2004 “Open House.” Later during the following spring this plant was known as Highwood
Generation Station Unit #1. Sometime during 2003, SME had come into existence as a nonprofit
cooperative, and during the early summer of 2004 there had been press releases that a coal-fired
electric generating plant would be built and located near Great Falls. The intent was to would
provide a base for inexpensive electricity for members of the cooperative. The City of Great

Falls had become a member of the nonprofit coop in September 2004.

The public was informed about its technical operations when SME sought the necessary
federal permits for the operation of this proposed plant and the EPA held a formal “Open House”
on October 13, 2004. The idea was that this plant would be an “environmentally friendly coal-
fired electric generation facility” providing a “reliable. affordable and stable prices electricity to

'JOURNAL OF COMMISSION WORK SESSIONS, September 2, 2003, and JOURNAL OF
COMMISSION PROCEEDINGS, September 7, 2004, Great Falls, Montana




the rural communities of Montana.”” During the “Open House’there were many questions about
the supposed “clean burning process” and these concerns were rationalized away by the many
experts. Concerns about the greenhouse effect of emissions, gasses, toxic mercury in its waste
products, disposal of waste water, monitoring systems, etc. did not seem to be seriously treated
by the experts. It was difficult because the project was dealing with very complex technologies.
For mstance, one of the experts stated that there would be a “small” amount of mercury in its
waste products for most of it would be destroyed during the burning process. The Circulating
Fluidized Bed coal (CFB) process was propagated as “clean burning” there was not sufficient
knowledge to compose a concern caused by the presentation of a huge amount of technical

information.”

Various members of the public did have concerns about the presence of toxins in the

waste products. Sue Dickenson, member of the Montana House of Representatives, was told th

PSSR

mercury content in ash and emissions “varies widely, depending on the type of coal and burnin
technology used.” Larry Gatton, an expert engineer on coal burning, stated that the Great Falls-
area plant would emit very little mercury. Tim Gregori, the generating co-op's general manager
tried to minimize public concerns and told the legislator that “ash from the plant may be reused
in road-building materials or even particle board.” Paul Stephens, a local Green party member
and political activist, stated that it seemed odd to be advocating the use of coal at a time of
growing concern about global warming. Stephens was told that the Great Falls plant would be
the cleanest, most technologically advanced coal-fired plant in North America. The journalist
Larcombe quoted City Manager John Lawton as saying that “when it is built, it will be the
cleanest coal-fired plant in the United States" emphasizing that the plant would use the latest
version of what is called "circulating fluid bed"(CFB) technology so that emissions would be

greatly reduced.

a
o
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“Ibid. Although the discussion centered around concluding a contract with SME, this agreement must not
be confused with public participation in choosing this type of electric energy generation even though there was
always the option of rejecting the contract.

See also James E. Larcombe, Business Editor “Plant backers tout technology for clean power in Great Falls,” Great
Falls Tribune, October 13, 2004, and “Give Coal a Chance,” Opinion, Great Falls Tribune, June 29, 2004

The Larcombe article merely reiterated the position by the newspaper. The previous summer the editor had pleaded
In an Opinion article to “Give Coal a Change.” The reporter quoted City Manager John Lawton, who reflected the
sentiment in the community by stating that when it is built, “it will be the cleanest coal-fired plant in the United

States."

“ Although the Environmental Protection Agency held a similar “Scoping” process for an EIS on October
13, 2004 in the Civic Center, Great Falls, MT, it was far from clear to the public that the public could make
comments to this particular Federal Agency. See “Southern Montana Electric Cooperative, Inc.; Notice of Intent To
Hold a Public Scoping Meeting and Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement,” Federal Register, September 24,

2004, Volume 69, Number 183.

*James Labercombe, Business Editor, “Plant backers tout new technology for clean power,” Great Falls
Tribune, 10/13/2004



On the morning of the October “Open House,” the journalist James Larcombe quoted
Larry Gatton, an engineer with Alstom Power, stated to Larcombe that “it is not unusual for
coal-fired plants to have stacks with no visible emissions.” The engineer continued to say that
“emissions of nitrogen, sulfur, carbon dioxide and very small amounts of mercury are often
concerns with coal-fired plants™ but “new technology that will burn coal at lower temperatures
and use limestone to cut sulfur emissions should greatly reduce traditional concerns about
emissions.” Alsom Power was building also the boiler for the new plant in eastern Kentucky near
Maysville and it would be a model for the Great Falls-area. According to Gatton the new
technology of the CFB electric generating system “releases 95 percent less nitrogen than old-
style coal-fired plants,” and that “more than 98 percent of the sulfur has been removed from
emissions at the plant.”

Again information presented to the public during the second “Open House™ April 18,
2003, held in the Civic Center in Great Falls, cannot be construed as “public” participation in the
choice for an alternative in electricity generation. Even though the Montana Legislature and the
City of Great Falls as governmental agencies have the authority to conclude agreements or
contracts on behalf of its citizens, the decision by the City Commission of Great Falls to
conclude a contract with SME cannot be considered to be public participation in the choice of
this type of electric generating plant. Information about this plant was made public during the
October 13, 2004 “Open House™ for the EIS process and it was much too complex for the public
to absorb so that it could make a sound decision. The reality is that the public was never given
the opportunity to examine the alternatives for electric generation.

II. Incomplete information:

Information about the technical operation of the proposed coal-fired electric generating
plant, Highwood Generating Station Unit #1, can be found in various resource materials. The
distribution of the publication researched by Stanley Consultants Inc. entitled Alternative
Evaluation Study, revision 1, published by SME, October 2004, was the first available
technological information for public examination. Some of this information about coal-fired
electric generating plants was contradictory in content and has incomplete information, and other
information did not go into depth of an 1ssue. For instance, last winter it was learned in the local
press that the proposed plant would produce 6 tons of ash per hour. This is contradicted in the
DEQ Scoping Document for the Preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement for Southern
Montana Electric Generation and Transmission Cooperative’s Highwood Generating Station
Unit #1. DEQ, April 18, 2005, which states that 120 tons of ash is produced per day. That is
8.75 tons per hour. It is not mentioned at all in the Stanley document. In public testimony held
during the hearings of HB 48 by the House Subcommittee on Federal Relations, Energy, and
Telecommunications, 2005 Legislature of the State of Montana the public discovered that there




are no regulations pertaining to toxic mercury content in the emissions produced by coal-fired
electric generating plants while Project Managers of this proposed plant vow that SME will
adhere to emission standards.

Since there is only a short three-week time frame to state concerns for the current DEQ
EIS process, it is an impossible task to develop all of my concerns about the proposed electric
generating plant into a cohesive statement. Therefore, I have decided to limit my comments, and
deal with the concern of toxic mercury in emissions from this proposed coal-fired electric

generating plant into the atmosphere.

In the Alternative Generation Study by Stanley Consultants Inc. the presence of mercury
(HG) in coal is mentioned but it does not provide additional information about coal. The problem
1s that various coal deposits in the United States have a different mercury content in its natural
composition. Since this plant will emit 2.45 tons year of mercury (HG) a year, the presence of
transformed mercury as the result of burning is a danger to human health. This mercury is
distributed into the environment by way of its waste products such as ash and emissions. The
presence of mercury (HG) as a toxin in emissions cannot be written off as insignificant. Since
this document does not explore this subject, it is not known how much mercury (HG) is
processed in this “clean burning” CFB system. What is known is that the volatility of coal
burning produces gasified toxins for it changes the chemical composition from “natural”
mercury into mercury (HG), and no information is presented how this toxin is removed from its

waste products.®

% Shown in tables 2-12 and 2-13 of the Alternative Evaluation Study, the mercury content in both processes
is the same in the more technological advanced CFBC system versus the “old” IGCC system. Yet, the Tampa Plant
claims that their is power production requires 135 percent less fuel, achieving 10-12 percent more efficiency than
normal generating stations. http:.//www.tampaelectric.com/TEEVPowerPlantsIGCC.cfm

The Alternative Evaluation Studv does have two tables, 2-12 and 2-13, in which mercury (HG) is listed. Butitisa
comparison between the CFB with that of the IGCC processes. In both tables it is listed that it has a 0.05 mercury
(HG) content. The traditional Tampa Polk Power Station integrated gasification-combined cycles (IGCC) has in its
emissions a 0.05 mercury content. Statements such as a “more environmental friendly process” by Project Managers
and City of Great Falls officials has to be doubted. Coal has a 0.05 mercury content and the burning process in the
new CFB process does not destroy this metal any more than the “traditional” gasification method in older plants.




When I asked during the April 2005 “Open House” about mercury (HG) content in waste
produced by the proposed plant, or what would happen to ash, one of the experts told me that it
would be stored on a plastic base in the City of Great Falls garbage dump. This came as a surprise
to me because I had understood that Mr. Gregory in Billings had made a statement earlier that ash
could be used for a pavement of highways or even for wall board in houses, and I had assumed
that this ash would be used for manufacture a product. What would happen when it rains? [ was
told that the ash would turn into concrete and any mercury would be sealed. But knowing that this
toxin it 1s soluble in water, [ asked “What would happen if rain and snow water flowed over the
banks would liquid mercury also flow out of this type of container?” I received no answer and the
message was that it was an unknown for SME had not applied for an ash disposal permit.’

Needless to state, the April 18, 2005 “Open House” was a disappointment for it provided
not much information for me. Also, there was no public discussion about the CFB process and its
waste products. Although Mr. Gregory and his staff were given the opportunity to address those
present for more than a half hour, the public was told that they could meet with various
representatives at the individual level after the SME briefing. I had wanted to ask Mr. Gregory a
public question but was told before the meeting that he could speak with me after the presentation
of SME information for [ wanted to know if my assumption of mercury content in emissions was
correct or incorrect. I am puzzled that this proposed plant produces some 60 tons of emissions a
year with a mercury content of 0.05%. That would mean that these emissions would produce 2.43
tons of mercury per year? [s there a plan that this proposed plant would meet President Bush’s

restrictions on mercury emissions by 20207

Reviewing the maps and wind charts presented during the April 2005 “Open House,” the
expert by the SME table listened to my concern about the geographic choice of site selection and
its relationship to wind direction. A glance at the map, showed that emissions from the proposed
plant’s 400 feet stack would flow most of the time in a northeasterly direction. Often from that
direction there are strong winds. The emissions would be expelled from the high stacks and be
placed in the atmosphere and follow the course of these winds. They cross Belt Creek, which
flows into the Missouri river, and several communities and farms before they reach the Highwood
Mountains. In addition, there are several communities below the point where Belt Creek enters
the Missouri river and they use river water for drinking. It would seem that an effective
monitoring system would be necessary to measure unacceptable levels of mercury (HG). What
happens when there is an unacceptable level of mercury (HG) exceeding federal standards?

"For residents in North Central Montana are very familiar with the Zortman-Landusky Goldmine problem.
This mine used also a “plastic” base, and there is a continual problem with acid seepage into the groundwater.

3 . . s
When Paul Stephens, a member of the audience, protested that he could not ask questions, he was told to
“consult with his legislators.”



In March 2005, the EPA has placed restrictions on coal-fired electric generating plant’s
emissions. Toxic airborne emissions from the proposed plant will flow to the base of the
Highwood Mountains and will be placed in the atmosphere. When [ asked an expert, during the
April 2005 “Open House,” about the effect mercury (HG) coming from rain out of the
atmosphere, he pleaded ignorance. I had to explain about a three-year-old California Study which
had traced the mercury contained rain on its west coast had come from China. This research,
entitled “Mercury in California Rainwater Traced to Industrial Emissions in Asia,” Science Daily,
12/20/02, provides valuable information on the behavior mercury (HG) in the atmosphere. It had
found that the presence of mercury (HG) in California coastal rivers was traced to industrial
emissions from China and had come down in the form of raindrops. Since mercury (HG) tends to
evaporate it behaves as a gas in the atmosphere, it attaches itself to the rain drops. The emission
flow from the proposed plant will become part of the up and down drafts in the Highwood
Mountains and deposit with mercury (HG) far away from its origin into an ever widening pattern

as SME’s wind charts show.”
Even though research about toxic emissions is relatively a new public interest dating back

for only a decade, it began in 1994 when scientists had been concerned about the rapid growth in
autism by children. In a study by the Department of Developmental Services (DDS), which
regularly reports all new cases, had found that there were 633 new cases of DSM IV autism. This
type of autism is different from other types because of different causation such as genetic. Within
five years (1999), the DDS had a number of new cases which had risen to 1,944 or six new cases

a day. And than there were 2,725 cases of autism added to the system in 2001. The following year

there were 3,577 more children a day with autism. The growth of DSM IV autism had become an

explosion. 10

A study in Brick Township, New Jersey made a strong connection between mercury (HG)
affecting individuals to a spectrum of complex and lifelong disorders present. The culprit was
thought to come from the atmosphere. Individuals stricken with autism have problems with social
interactions and communication skills including a tendency toward restrictive or repetitive
interests and behaviors. Autism Spectrum Disorders (ASD) is a term used to describe the

9"Mercury In California Rainwater Traced To Industrial Emissions In Asia,” Science Daily, 12/20/02,
http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2002/12/021220075156.htm

It is important to note that the Alternative Evaluation Studv does not deal with the effects of mercury (HG) as a
potent neurclogical toxin even in very small doses in emissions. Since a small amount of this poison affects the brain
and nervous system in humans by way of inhaling, or breathing, it is absorbed into the blood stream through the
alveoli. It is also fat soluble and readily crosses the blood-brain barrier and placenta. That is the reason that pregnant
women in Montana are advised not to eat fish caught in its streams because the fetus is particularly susceptible to

mercury (HG) exposure.

E Edward Yazbak, M.D., F.A AP, “Autism in the U.S.: a perspective, Journal of American
Physicians and Surgeons, Vol 8., No 4, Winter 2003.



continuum of functioning among persons suffering from this disease.'’ Another study in
Leominster, Massachusetts, concluded that there was indeed a suspected link between the
presence of mercury in coal-fired emissions and autism. For several years there had been a
growing suspicion that mercury toxins found in the atmosphere could lead to autism which
seemed to have a high prevalence of that dreaded disease. It was traced back to the factory which
manufacturing sunglasses. This plant, once located in the town itself, had the highest proportion
of autism cases in homes located downwind from the factory smokestacks. '

After years of public debate of a nationwide explosion in autism, scientists thought that it
was related to a mercury-based preservative used in vaccines and in dental coatings. In March Dr.
Raymond Palmer, University of Texas Health Science Center, San Antonio, found mercury from
coal-burning power plants was an additional suspect to the recent and rapid explosion in autism.
Studying school districts in Texas, he found that on the “average, for every 1000 pounds of
environmentally released mercury, there was a 43% increase in the rate of special education
services and a 61% increase in the rate of autism. Districts with the highest levels of mercury in
the environment also had the highest rates of special education students with autism diagnosis.
Palmer stated that this study was the first to examine a relationship between potentially chronic,
low-dose exposure to mercury and developmental disorders such as autism. The study suggested
that there is a link and that it does not prove causation for this is “a preliminary study that needs
further study,” stated Dr. Palmer and added “if corroborated, it would have very severe
implications for policy.""

Statements by proponents that the CFB system of burning coal claim that it is “cheapest
form” of electricity production must be questioned, it might be much more costly than is stated in
the Alternative Generation Study or by Project Managers. It might be cheaper at the beginning of
production in comparison with other alternative electric generation but the long range cost of

11
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Center for Disease Con

ASD mcludes autistic disorder, pervasive developmental disorder - not otherwise specified, and Asperger's disorder
as defined by the American Psychiatric Association's Diagnostic and Statistical Manual - Fourth Edition (DSM-IV)

12Stephen M. Edelson, Ph.D.,Center for the Study of Autism, Salem, Oregon, 1995,
http://www,geocities com/arnfl/overview.html

The effects of Mercury on the development of autism in humans was first determined with the crematoria
which vaporized tooth fillings through emissions contributed some 16% of the total air pollution in the United

Kingdom.

PTodd Ackerman, “Texas study Links Mercury from Power Plants to Autism,”Houston Chronicle, March
18,2003




coal-fired electric generation plants must be closely examined. Such plants do have a long term
cost, for instance, associated with public health. This is exactly the point of a study published by
the Harvard Center for Risk Analysis, March 2005. This research, commissioned and paid for by
the EPA, concluded that mercury control and regulation in the coal-fired power plant emissions
could save nearly five Billion dollars a year through reduced neurological and cardiac harm. What
it really implied was that the five billion dollars represented a staggering amount of human
suffering. And, it is important to note, they had measured only a fraction of the total mercury

being released into the atmosphere and global winds.!*

Even though it is recognized that both the Harvard and Dr. Palmer studies are the
beginning of scientific research into dangerous emissions as the result of coal-fired electric
generating plants, the State of Montana must deal sooner or later with emissions form coal-fired

. . o o . oy g
electric generating plants within its borders. At least it has this moral responsibility to future

generations. Yet, it has no rules or regulations for mercury (HG) present in emissions from in
coal-fired electric generating plants. In the case of Highwood Generating Station Unit #1, which
is planned to go on line, within ten years of operations it must meet Federal standards. This
cannot be ignored. The Federal Government demands, at the moment, the curtailment of mercury
(HGO by the year 2020 and because of public pressure this time frame might even be shortened.
As the Harvard Study suggests the public will respond to the increased health costs, therefore the
DEQ must insist on strong stipulations before it issues an emission permit. It is no accident that
the Legislature of the State of Colorado, last winter, was considering legislation to force
surcharges on consumers as the result of the emissions from coal-fired electric generating plants

S
near Boulder. ™

No one seems to know the human cost of the 2.45 tons of mercury (HG) emissions a year
going into the atmosphere. Statements by SME Project Manager, Mr. Gregori that “So far, the
test shows that the technology we will use can meet or exceed current and pending air quality
standards” or that toxic emissions are fewer and mercury in the ash that the plants produce is less

MEconomic Valuation of Human Health Benefits of Controlling Mercury Emissions from U.S.

Coal-Fired Power Plants. Harvard University, February 2005. ,
http://66.102.7.104/custom ?q=cache: | pkLHtRMZyQJ:bronze.nescaum.org/airtopics/mercury/rpt0503 1 5m

ercuryhealth.pdf+Mercury+and+Harvard+Study&hl=en&ie=UTF-8

This winter, 2003, the Colorado state Legislature was considering a bill to reduce emissions at the
Valmont Power Plant east of Boulder by 90 percent. This new law that would tack a surcharge onto utility bills for
Xcel Energy residential customers because it needed to install scrubbers on smokestacks at Xcel plants in Denver,
Pueblo and Brush. This legislation would generate $130 million to modernize three power plants with smokestack
scrubbers that reduce sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide emissions. These compounds that harm everything from fish
to crops to the paint on your car. If this bill would become law, all Colorado residential customers will pay an
additional 60 cents each month. Brad Turner, “ Xcel surcharge would clean up Colorado coal plants: Legislature
considers resurrecting measure,” The Daily Times-Call, February 20, 2005.




of a threat because its “handled dry”does little to reamure and satisfy public uneasiness about the
behavior of corporations even if they are nonprofit.'® The silence about public health is a huge
concern. The fact is that the proponents of this project provide information to the public which
must be questioned. Even the local newspaper has charged that “Some environmentalists already
are blasting the project simply because it involves coal.” Adding to the misleading information of
a “clean” plant by stating that “it’s true that coal 1sn't the cleanest source of energv. But it's also
true that technology is improving.” Not a single thought was leen in this article about the
possibility of health hazards produced by these type of plants.'’

ITI1. Absence of a plan for the control of mercury (HG) in waste products.

It would have been helpful in writing my concerns that SME had submitted to the April
2005 “Open House™ an addendum to the Alternative Energv Study explaining how it would meet
the forthcoming EPA standards published in March 2003. I find it difficult to imagine that a well-
known research corporation such as Stanley Consultants Inc. with its excellent reputation would
not have informed SME about the forthcoming EPA standards for emissions. Or is it related to my
conversation with the expert during the April “Open House” in which [ was told that they were
insignificant and weak? In any case, my concern is that the public should be informed of how this

plant will meet future EPA standards.

Jo Dee Black, “Power plant inches forward,” Great Falls Tribune, 04/27/03, and Scoping meeting, Great
Falls Civic Center, 04/18/05.

Vsee “Opinion”, Great Falls Tribune, June 29, 2004,
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April 26, 2005

Kathleen Johnson, MEPA Coordinator
Montana DEQ
PO Box 200901

fdatole Tl aTate Pl

Helena, MT 58620-0901
Re: SME Highwood Generator EIS
Dear Ms. Johnson:

You asked for comments about the project. | consider this grass-roots driven, self-help project
to be one of Montana’s finest ever pioneering, visionary efforts. America and Montana have for
decades, requested Energy Policy. Political, environmental and industry road biocks have
stopped each initiative since the late 1970's.

Socio-economic analysis seems to have waned greatly over the past 25 years of EIS. Yet,
those considerations are paramount in importance to the 125-150,000 people to be served by
this Montana fueled, generated, transmissioned and distributed electric power.

As a possible note of interest to you, | served as one of seven appointees (Schwinden) on the
Super-Collider Task Force. Our promotional product foliowed the NEPA process closely and
was judged as the first choice of all competing U.S. States. Texas was ultimately picked by
President George H. W. Bush.

That massive report (several volumes) shouid still reside on Montana library shelves. The
socio-economic component is still largely pertinent and can be used in this EIS.

Thank you.
Sincerely,

A(».O@s

Alan D. Evans
Chairman of the Board

84423 US Highway 87 « Lewistown MT 59457-2058 « 406-538-3485
102 Railroad Ave. East ¢ Roundup MT 58072-2851 « 408-323-1602
fax 406-538-7381 ¢ e-mail ferguselectric@ferguselectric.coop
web site http://www.ferguselectric.coop
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Johnson, Kathy

From: Bob & Ann Evans [bobe@3rivers.net]
Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2005 9:16 AM

To: Johnson, Kathy

Subject: Fw: Highwood Generating Station EIS

—-—- Original Message -----

From: Bob & Ann Evans

To: katjiohnson@mt.gov

Sent: Wednesday, April 27, 2005 9:26 PM
Subject: Highwood Generating Station EIS

Dear Kati,
I'am in support of the Highwood Generating Station. | live approximately 45 miles east-southeast of the proposed site.

The Highwood Station, if completed, will provide over 100,000 Montanan's with reliable, affordabie power. | feel that the
technology being used will cause minimal enviormental impact. Thank you for your consideration.

Best regards,
Robert D Evans Jr
Vice President, Fergus Electric Cooperative



Environmental Quality Page 1 of 1

Newton, Carl

From: jumpinjoho@netzero.com

Sent:  Thursday, May 05, 2005 10:18 AM
To: Johnson, Kathy

Subject: Environmental Quality

Please insist on the consideration of renewable energy whenever more electricity is needed. Relentless consumption of resources and burning
of fossil fuels is sure to keep Montana relegated to third world status as it denegrates our our most valuable resource, our unspoiled natural
surroundings. Thank You Joseph C. Femling 345 Custer Ave. Billings MT 59101 406-254-7151

6/7/2005
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bEQ
Kathleen Johnson, MEPA Coordinator DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
SME’s Highwood Generating Station EIS
Montana Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 200901
Helena, MT 59620-0901

Re: 250 MW Net Coal-Fired Generation Plant

I'am concerned about the health issues related to the proposed coal-fired plant to be
constructed east of Great Falls (GF). I am a survivor of ovarian cancer and try to
minimize the threat of a reoccurrence of this disease. In addition to being a resident of
Great Falls, [ own a cabin at Monarch in the Little Belt Mountains.

Coal-fired power plants are the largest source of air toxins in the U.S. The scoping
document uses the term “best available control technology (BACT).” I would like to see
the EIS compare the amount of emissions to health outcomes. Terminology like
BACT doesn’t mean much to a citizen like me.

Our plant would be modeled after the 268 MW plant in Maysville, Kentucky. This plant
produces 20% of the nitrogen oxide (NO) of conventional coal-powered plants, which is
a step in the right direction. However, nitrogen oxide can irritate lungs, cause bronchitis
and pneumonia, and decrease resistance to respiratory infections. Since I have had
allergies all my life, this is a concern to me. Will the GF plant have to purchase
“allowances™ to emit any NO, or just purchase “allowances” over a certain amount? NO
is a major cause of smog (along with hydrocarbon emissions). What type of weather
would cause the HiOhwood Mountains to be obscured, when viewed from GF? It would
slancna ~AF +hha f“t’ P T s N
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Montana to give the EIS some perspective.

When nitrogen oxide and nonmethane hydrocarbons react in the presence of heat and
sunlight (which GF has a lot of), ozone is formed. Human exposure to ozone can
produce shortness of breath and, over time, permanent lung damage. In addition, it can
reduce crop yields. What is the likelihood of the GF plant causing these problems?

Sulfur oxides are produced by the oxidization of the available sulfur in the coal. Nitrogen
oxides and sulfur oxides combine with water vapor in clouds to form sulfuric and nitric
acids, i.e., acid rain. What will be the impact of acid rain on women’s health in the
surrounding area? Also, how will the ranch/wild animals and food crops be affected?
The Hutterite colonies provide food for our Saturday market. Will their market share
decline, because people will perceive that their food is polluted? Since the sulfur
dioxide (SO) will damage forests, what does this mean for the Highwood and Little Belt



Mountains? ['ve been told there is a rare trout in the Little Belts. Will the acid rain
affect this trout over time?

[t is my understanding that carbon dioxide (CO) emissions can’t be removed from the
plant’s exhaust. These emissions trap heat in the earth’s atmosphere, and contribute to
global warming; which I do not believe is in our best interest. An increase in drought
conditions in our area will have a negative impact on our forests and ranchers. A recent
study found that 75 percent of the ranchers have reduced the size of their cow herds due
to drought. Since there are no regulations limiting CO, what controls on the GF plant
will mitigate this problem?

Mercury, arsenic, lead. chromium and cadmium will also be generated from the GF plant.
Mercury is a neurotoxin that can cause brain, vision, kidney, and cardiovascular damage
and harm reproduction in women and wildlife. At www.scorecard.org Cascade County
already ranks high in air releases of recognized reproductive toxicants. To quote a
Bozeman physician, a member of Physicians for Social Responsibility, “Mercury is a
persistent, bio-accumulative toxin — which is to say, it does not go away and it only gets
more concentrated over time.” NRDC in its publication Mercury Falling quotes an EPA
study which states that circulating fluidized bed boilers do not control any emissions of

mercury.

How much mercury will be emitted? What does the cap-and-trade mercury limit for
Montana (754 pounds a year) mean? Since Colstrip alone emitted 760 pounds in 2002,
does that mean the GT plant can buy allowances to emit more? How will Montana’s cap
be allocated among the plants in the state? Montana already has 24 rivers and lakes with
mercury advisories warning people to limit or avoid consumption of fish. Also. the EPA
has issued a fish consumption advisory for more than three-quarters of Montana’s lakes

and reservoirs.

At www.ucsusa.org it states that while western coal may have less sulfur, it also has

fewer btu’s of energy, or a lower “heat rate.” Power plants need to burn 50 percent more

Woagtarn rnal +n rmateh tha o wer outnut fram Factarn anal Thae ’7.49 Y\/f“f \/fcwoxn‘”o Y\lflﬂf
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uses 1.2 million tons of coal a year, and yet the scoping document says that the 250 MW
GF plant will also use 1.2 million tons of coal a year. I question the scoping document
figures. Is the Maysville plant using western coal?

Two times a week it is estimated 110 rail cars of coal will make deliveries. Railroad
locomotives, which rely on diesel fuel. emit nearly 1 million tons of nitrogen oxide and
32,000 tons of coarse and small particles in the United States. In addition, coal dust
blowing from coal trains contributes particulate matter to the air. Will the EIS address
the downside of transportation issues?

Water supply needs are estimated at 2,500 gallons per minute and discharge at 175
gallons per minute. Montana already is concerned when the Corps of Engineers makes
water downstream available for barges. What will be the further impact on this problem?

[§9]



[t seems that coal plant technology is not the best for an area originally named the
“Desert Lands™ by the federal government.

[s there a possibility that fish will become trapped against the intake structure? Also,
how much will the water temperature be increased upon discharge and what effect will
this have on the habitat of the Missouri? I've read that thermal pollution can decrease
fertility and increase heart rates in fish. Heated water can upset the aquatic ecosystem.
Typically, power plants also add chlorine or other chemicals to their cooling water to
decrease algae growth. Would these chemicals be discharged back into the environment?

If the 210 tons of ash per day were to be buried on site, what impact would there be on
Giant Springs and the aquifers coming from the Little Belt Mountains. Also, would an
earth quake have any environmental impact on the ash storage facility?

No method exists for burning coal without producing dangerous levels of air pollution.
The Union of Concerned Scientists states that typical coal plants are about 33 percent
efficient. By the time the plant is built, could some new technologies be required by the
State to make it more efficient and less toxic; such as cogeneration, coal gasification
combustion turbines, running coal gas through fuel cells, or magneto hydrodynamics?
Will the GF plant use technologies such as activated carbon injection and carbon filter
beds, which can remove 90% of mercury from the plant? I understand the Hardin plant is
designed to accommodate mercury control technology when it becomes available. Can
this be required for the GF plant?

Wind power construction and generation costs are projected to fall dramatically in future
years. The information given at the GF scoping meeting reflected current wind power
costs very close to coal costs. The major difference I saw was in the reliability. It was
reported that wind was less reliable. Can’t the wind power be stored for future use or
couldn’t there be a combination of power sources? Will the power from the Judith Gap
project be available to GF residents? If so, I will pay the additional cost to use wind

power.

The State of Montana should not approve any new coal fired power plants until existing
power plants control mercury emissions using the maximum achievable control
technology (MACT). Adverse health effects from repeated doses of toxic substances
over a prolonged period of time will cause medical costs to be greater than the monthly
utility savings from the GF plant. Please include health and ecological risk assessments

in the EIS document.

Sincerely,

—/
S — =

Joanne Fisher

(8]



MERCURY EXPOSURE & CLEAN AIR

New Study Shows Impact of Mercury Pollution:
$8.7 Billion Lost Annually Due to Poisoning in the Womb

PSR activists have long warned
that mercury, especially in the form of me-
thylmercury, has detrimental, neurotoxic
effects, especially 1o children's developing
brains. Atthe end of February, Fnviron-
menic Health Perspectives published a studly
exploring the economic costs of mercury
exposure. The paper. entitled “Public

Health and Economic Consequences of

Methylmercury Toxicity to the Develop-
ing Brain,” derails some of the eco-
nomic impact associated with neu-
rological impairments and devel-
opmental delays produced when
the developing brain is exposed to
methylmercury,

Some mercury is released
into the environment by natural
sources, including volcanoes, but
seventy percent of environmental
mercury releases come from an-
thropogenic sources, which in-
clude waste incineration, various
industrial activides and coal-fired
electric power generation facilities.
Mercury travels through the air
and water and deposits in soil and sedi-
ment. Microorganisms ingest this elemen-
tal mercury and transform it into its or-
which

ganic form, merhvimercury,
bioaccurmulares in the marine food chain,
leading to higher concentrations in lafoe
predator fish like shark and swordfish.
Most humm exposure 1o methylmercury
results from consumption of contami-
nated fish, and PSR as well as other envi-
ronmental and health organizations rec-

ommend limiting fish intake in order to
limit exposure ©© methylmercury. Meth-

vimercury can disrupt the healthy devel-
opment of the brain leading to develop-
mental delays and loss of intelligence.
Using data from the 1999-2000
National Health and Nutrition Examina-
ton Survey, investigators estimate that

321

316,383 10 637,233 babies are bom each
year with cord blood mercury levels
greater than the level known to cause de-
velopmental effects. The relationship be-

Kidls, especially, veed cleam atr in order to
derelcpandbenefin/
Photo courtesy of Alice Teich.

tween cord blood mercury levels and loss
of intelligence quotient (IQ) has been sub-
standated in previous literature and huild-
ing off these studies, the investigators cal-
culated IQ detriments due to methyl mer-

An average of 405,881 children
born each year suffer IQ detriments re-
sulting from fetal methylmercury expo-

sure. The IQ detriments ranged from a
0.76 decrement to the most highly ex-
posed children losing 1.60-3.21 points.
While these numbers may appear fairly in-
consequential, subtle neurocognitive im-
pairments have huge significance in the ag-
gregate. The combined monetized pro-
ductivity cost of loss in IQ resulting from
in utero methylmercury exposure is esti-
mated at $8.7 billion annually, only
taking into account mercury gen-
erated from human sources, with
$1.3 billion of that cost attribut-
able to electric generation facilities
alone.

In light of these figures, the re-

cent decision to delay mercury
emission clean-up from U.S. coal-
fired power plants can be viewed
as a very costly mistake, not only
in terms of environmental and hu-
man health, but also economically.
The one-time cost of installing
stack filters to imit atmospheric re-
leases of mercury pales in com-
parison with the costs calculated in this
report.  The environmental health
community’s fight to limit the mercury in
our environment and especially in our chil-
dren has been a long fight, but one that
this paper helps to prove is well worth
the cost.
Leonardo Trasande, Phiipf. Landrigan, Chide
Schechier. “Public Health cmd Ecorionic Conse-
quencesof Ve imercury Texicityto the Devel-
opmgb)rmn " Doi: 10 128%ebp. 7743 (aueuil-
c.doi.org/). Onlive 28 Fe

PSR's Environment & Health Update March/April 2005
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Appendix B:

Ranked Exposure Profiles
rofiles for populations within 30 miles of coal-fired power plants.

Y

Data: MSB Energy Associates

/

Total Air Air No. Chiidren
Children Releases Tons per Releases No. of in Non-Attain-

State w/ Asthma Rank {tons) Child (tons) Schools Ranks ment Areas
AK 4086 47 0 0 44 0 48 0
AL 34,733 21 88,323,224 125 8 1,892 13 189,779
AR 14,090 30 28,644,100 110 29 841 26 0]
AZ 13,952 31 47,135,216 201 17 232 38 188,021
CA 339 48 0 0 44 1 47 0
Cco 50,336 17 40,535,866 50 19 713 28 524,240
CT 8,715 34 2,287,185 15 43 600 29 151,632
DC 5244 36 0 0 44 389 32 0
DE 8,312 35 5,670,211 45 39 266 34 115,011
FL 390.859 8 77,702,956 58 10 1,723 17 0
GA 78,897 9 83,778,288 &2 9 2,379 10 874,718
1A 30,470 22 40,512,642 70 20 1,016 24 0
ID 71 49 C 0 44 0 48 o]
L 157,659 2 92,931,607 33 8 7,464 1 1,906,193
IN 62,469 14 137,162,285 123 3 1,743 15 208,281
KSs 18,157 25 39,717,525 109 22 1,051 23 0
KY 44,158 20 104,420,412 123 5 1,326 20 198,011
LA 17,199 27 24,287,341 68 31 568 30 121,999
MA 28,266 23 13,806,340 30 36 1,729 16 157,453
MD 66,360 12 32,503,474 0 28 2,075 12 800,609
ME 1,541 44 0 0 44 17 44 0
Mi 106,194 5 75,587,293 41 11 3,079 7 0
MN 52,479 16 38,300,886 40 24 1,147 21 149,632
MO 65,728 13 71,722,251 83 13 4,630 4 73,998
MS 14,468 29 15,678,705 55 35 537 31 0]
MT 2,553 41 17,955,967 417 34 163 39 34,708
NC 74,947 10 73,044,757 63 12 1,658 18 0
ND 1,843 43 37,382,883 G896 25 172 38 0
NE 17,706 26 21,435,881 70 32 822 27 - 111,898
NH 12,830 32 4,706,364 19 40 190 37 86,198
NJ 99,488 9 9,815,066 5 38 1,421 19 1,577,955
NM 3,539 39 33,799,488 541 27 98 41 0
NV 929 45 20,289,092 1,645 33 12 45 5,454
NY 179,051 1 25,760,999 9 30 3,453 6 2,202,581
OH 138,029 4 137,570,633 54 2 7,107 2 479,445
CK 16,611 28 38,845,383 128 23 348 33 0
OR 761 46 4,021,645 316 42 12 48 0
PA 140,849 3 112,280,946 46 4 5117 3 1,560,240
R 11,866 33 o - 0 44 64 42 0
SC 48,567 19 41,015,630 41 18 3,885 5 0
SD 2,327 42 4,159,081 82 41 159 40 0
TN 48,941 18 65,294,367 88 14 2,817 ] 226,307
TX 52,386 7 163,298,619 107 1 1,059 22 682,338
ut 2,803 40 37,118,861 822 26 48 43 3,578
VA 73,891 11 38.780.790 30 21 2,136 11 350,362
VT 0 50 0 0 44 0 48 0
WA 5,118 37 10,451,134 142 37 894 25 56,378
Wi 80,8298 15 51,081,291 48 16 1,832 14 512,883
Wwv 18,842 24 82,265 457 235 7 2,987 3 14,165
wYy 3,880 38 51,357,450 723 15 190 36 0
U.S.

Total 1,968,865 2,154,343,871 57 69,097 12,986,262
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RECEIVED

18 April 2005 MAY 0 & 2005
3015 Acacia Way DEQ

. 3 el A /i —’3 f) . B
Great Falls, Montana 59404-3692 DIRECTOR'S OFFICE

Kathleen Johnson

MEPA Project Coordinator

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
P.O Box 200601

Helena, Montana 59602-0901

RE: Highwood Generation Station Unit #1 Environmental Impact Study (EIS)

Dear Ms. Johnson:

[ am deeply concerned about the health impact of the proposed coal fired Highwood
Generation Station Unit #1. After studying the Scoping Document, I am alarmed at the
potential, and probable, impact on the health of people, animals and environment. Even
with the “best state-of-the-art” process, the likely harmful boiler emission pollutants and
residual solid wastes is numbing to the sensibilities to the well-being of our future. No

“doubt the proposal may meet the “minimum standards,” but if our society met only the
minimum standards in our science, innovation, invention, creative, social, ethical,
education, and health care systems, ours would be far less than a world class economic -
and social order.

I present the following questions to be answered in the EIS, and to which I request a
response. '

1. What are the tons/year space and time fall out concentric circles that the 2,595
tons/year (3,190,000 Ibs/year) of emission pollutants will settle upon, thereby
impacting air, water, soil, and habitat quality?

2. What will be the impact of the pollutant and waste residue on the water, air, soil,
and habitat quality based upon the highest standards of science. Changes such as,
but not limited to, air intake, drinking water, food chain, birth defects, breathing

[ AL LRAXAAD

and respiratory viability, and all other known or suspected health impacts and/or
- complications?

3. Who are the federal, state and local human healthcare and food chain experts that
are involved in assessing and contributing to the Environmental Impact Study? If
there are none, why not? What changes will be made to include health care
human, animal and agronomy experts in the decision making process?

4. What are the specific human health questions and scientific data that will be used

in the final EIS decision?

If DEQ is not addressing human health standards and scientific data in the EIS,

what authority is addressing these standards and what is the process being used?

6. What are the specific food chain standards, plant and animal, questions and
scientific data that will be used in the final EIS decision?

wh



7. If DEQ is not addressing food chain standards in the EIS, what authority 1s
addressing these standards and what is the process being used?

8. What are the permitting process, safety standards and requirements for the
disposal of the 76,630 tons/year (133,300,000 Ibs/year) of solid waste materials?
What are the lifetime storage requirements of particulate pollutants and solid
waste residue that will assure citizens that they and their ancestors will not be
harmed?

9. If, for example, the life of the generator is 40 years, what are the long-term
implications and requirements of 103,800 tons/40years of boiler emissions and
3,066,000 tons/40years of solid waste disposal?

10. What are the potential economic and social costs of healthcare as a result of the
particulate emissions and solid waste disposal over the decades?

Your response. to these questions will be appreciated as I contribute to this critical quality
decision. Thank you. '

Respectfully,

Richard Fisher
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Johnson, Kathy

From: Mertand Vicki Freyholtz [mervic@mtintouch.net]
Sent:  Monday, May 02, 2005 10:26 AM

To: Johnson, Kathy

Subject: RE: SME's Highwood Generating Station EIS

We have many questions concerning the proposed coal fired generating plant.

First let me state my objections to the manor in which the last meeting was held. | feel there should have
been a public comment period either before or after the presentations by the staff. Public comment brings
up issues that may not have been thought of by the rest of the people and makes for a better informed
group. | also feel the meeting shouid not have been held until all the reporting information was available to
the public.

I wonder why the plant isn't located next to the coal ? It would be more economical, would eliminate some
of the pollution and would eliminate the need for additional rail lines.

Since access to the site would be via Hwy # 89, Local Route 228 and county road, what provisions have
you made for increased traffic on these roads ? Are the roads built to accomodate the heavy loads of
limestone that will be trucked in daily ?

Has the city of Great falls considered its supply of water from the Missouri River ? What future needs might
there be and will you have enough in a exterme drought period ? Will there be a need for increased water
treatment in the future ? Who will pay for that ?

Is there a danger of slag build up behind the dams ? Will the slag be toxic ?

Will the Missouri River be essentially a mixing zone for the power plant? Will their discharge affect

the water temperature of the river ? What effect will this have on the fish and other acquatic life ? How
much water will be lost from intake to out take ?

About 40 per cent of Montana's lakes, rivers, and streams have an adivsory against eating too many of
the fish found in the waters. These fish are found to have mercury in them. Since the power plant
emissions contain mercury , what provisions have you made to eliminate or drastically reduce such
emissions ? Who will monitor this and how often will monitoring take place ? Mercury has also been
connected to increased cases of autism in children.If this is proven in court and law suits result who will be
responsible to pay the damages ? the state ? the city ? who ?

It states in your information that the plant would have about 210 tons of ash a day. This site is right on the

Missouri River | With the wind that we have in this country what is to Keep the wind from biowing the ash
directly into the river and all over the surrounding countryside for hundreds of miles? We have already
seen at the Zortman Mine that lined pits often leak so what safeguards will be imposed to keep pits filled
with ash from leaking or overflowing ?

This plant can also burn other fuels than just coal. What gurarantees do we have that they won't burn
other , perhaps even more poliuting fuels in the future ?

If this plant is abandoned in the future, who is responsible for environmental clean up 7 What sort of bonds
are required (if any) ? Are they for a large enough amount so if for example water treatment were to be
required forever the cost would be paid by the bonds and not the state or city ?

What kind of enforcement can we expect for monitoring and enforcement of environmental laws ? What
Kind of punishnment would be handed out if such violations occur ? How much lee way would the plant be
given and how many chances would they be given to correct the situation before they are shut down ?
Thank you for the opportunity to comment and ask our questions ! We will be looking forward to receiving
our answers and hearing the questions and answers of others at the next meeting.

Sincerely,

Mert & Vicki Freyholtz

5/2/2005



P.O. Box 211
Gildford, Mt. 59525
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RECEIVED

APR 2 5 2005

Kathleen Johnson

MEPA Project Coordinator
Re: Highwood Generating Station EIS DEQ
Montana Department of Environmental Quality DIRECTOR'S OFFICE
P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

katiohnson@mt.qov

4/21/05

I am concerned about the coal generating power plant that is proposed to be built north of Great
Falls. | think power cooperatives are great, but not with coal.

My concerns are:
1. Global warming. If we quit living in denial we can clearly see that the weather patterns

are changing. There is mounting evidence that this is contributed to the emissions of
fossil fuels which coal is.

2. Mercury has a tremendous effect on people. The EIS should clearly identify those areas
where there are no environmental standards to be applied and therefore need to be
determined. For example, mercury emission standards do not presently exist in
Montana.

3. The city of Great Falls is proposing using its Missouri River water rights for the use of this
power plant. Generation of electricity through a coal-fired plant uses more water per
kilowatt produced than any other generating method except perhaps nuclear. Water flow
is important as drought diminishes water quality in this area.

4. Air quality is a concern because particulate and gaseous emissions are far from
harmiess. The cumulative impacts are carbon dioxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrous oxides, and
mercury in the land, water and air.

5. Coal ash is toxic. A bill for proper disposal of coal ash did not pass this last legislature.
The effect of this project on the river is enormous and will distress all aguatic wildlife.

6. Economically, we act as if we are in a feudal society. We already have five dams on the
river. It is a possibility to condemn these and own the power from PP&L.

Sincerely yours,

Ko F i S,
Lisa Lotte Hardiman

3726 4™ Ave. N.

Great Falls, MT 59401

406-455-6412



RECEIVED

APR 2 5 2005

Kathleen Johnson

MEPA Project Coordinator
Re: Highwood Generating Station EIS DEQ
Montana Department of Environmental Quality DIRELCTOR'S OFFICE

P.O. Box 200901
Helena, MT 58620-0901
katiohnson@mt.gov

Dear Kathleen Johnson:

[ am concerned about the coal generating plant that is proposed to be built near Morony Dam
north of GF. The consuiting firm that the city hired to help the city purchase cheaper power as a
cooperative (and this is a great idea) only does coal generating power plants. Any bills that were
directed at MEPA to strengthen it again as it was gutted during the Martz administration did not
pass this last legisiation. As well, bills concerning water, air, solid waste did not pass as well.
This plant couid, for example, burn old tires. There is nothing protecting us. Also, after the
meeting | learned that noise is a factor, too. Coal generating power plants when the power is
over capacity let out tremendous sound. [t would greatly affect water in the Missouri river as it is
pumped out in large volumes and released though “treated” may be a higher temperature. The
consulting company totally ruled out any kind of alternative plan for aiternative energy.

Other concerns are: global warming, mercury (in the water, land and air), mercury has a
tremendous effect on people too, and in CA, NJ, TX, and MA in areas of coal generating planis
there were high numbers of autism in children. Another concern is water rights: The city of GF is
proposing using some its Missouri River water rights for the use of this power plant. Generation
of electricity through a coal-fired plant uses more water per kilowatt produced than any other
generating method except perhaps nuclear. Water flow is important as drought and water quality
diminishes in this area. Water quality: there are totally unanswered questions to the impact of
water quality, but you and | both know that it will be tremendous. Air quality: particulate and
gaseous emissions far from innocuous. Cumulative impacts: carbon dioxide, sulfur dioxide,
nitrous oxides, and mercury. Economic viability of project: We already have five dams on the
river. It is a possibility to condemn these and own the power from PP&L. Establishing
environmental standards: the EIS should clearly identify those areas where there are no
environmental standards to be applied and therefore need to be determined. For example:
mercury emission standards apparently do not presently exist in MT. Solid Waste disposal: coal
ash is toxic and nothing can grow where it is dumped. The effect of this project on the river is
enormous as well as birds and aquatic wildlife.

Sincerely yours,

Lisa Lotte Hardiman
3726 4™ Ave. N.
Great Falls, MT 59401
406-455-6412



HEBERLY AND ASSOCIATES

Consulting Engineers § E ﬁ E E v 5 @

P.O. Box 1311

521 Fourth Street APR 2 7 2005
Havre, Montana 59501
Phone (406)265-6741 DIR DE:Q
Fax (406)265-6787 ECTOR'S OFFICE

April 26, 2005

Kathleen Johnson

MEPA Coordinator

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
P.0O. Box 200901

Helena, Montana 59620-0901

Re:  SME’s Highwood Generating Station EIS
Dear Ms. Johnson:

['am writing this letter to support the above-mentioned project. As a native Montanan of 54
years, I have witnessed the decline of the economy in eastern Montana for the past 20 years. The
population of most of eastern Montana is shrinking and many of the smaller schools are either
consolidating or completely closing down. Because of continued drought and low commodity
prices, the agricultural-based economy of eastern Montana continues to suffer.

In my opinion, it is time we start to develop our natural resources to create some permanent high-
paying jobs. We have an abundance of coal that could be mined and used to generate power. It
1s my understanding that this new circulating fluidized bed technology is capable of readily
burning coal to produce electricity, while meeting stringent environmental requirements. If,
indeed, this technology does meet or exceed all Federal and State SO,, NO. and CO, regulations,
then [ hope your department would look favorably on the EIS submitted by SME.

Please be advised that our engineering firm is not providing any services on this project so we
have nothing to gain financially if it proceeds. I am supporting this project as a business owner
and taxpayer of Montana in hopes that these types of projects can produce tax revenue for the
state and increase the tax base of our rural counties. I also would like to state that I enjoy hunting
and fishing in our state and don’t want to see our quality of life diminished with polluting
industries. However, it appears to me that this plant can operate efficiently and have no impact
on our environment in Montana.

Good luck on your review process.
Very truly yours.

Heberly and Associates,

im Heberly, PE O
Hitw




MONTANA ENVIRONMENTAL INFORMATION CENTER

RECEIVED

- APR 25 2005
Kathleen Johnson, MEPA Corrdinator ,

Montana Department of Environmental Quality DECQ

P.O. Box 200901 : , DIRECTOR'S OFFICE

Helena, MT 59620-1760
RE: SME’s Highwood Generating Station EIS
~ Dear Ms. Johnson:

~ The Montana Environmental Information Center is extremely interested in the SME Highwood
Generating Station project. We are unclear how the Department can conduct an environmental

- impact statement under the Montana Environmental Policy Act without having received a permit
application. The information provided in the scoping document is wholly insufficient for
evaluating this proposal and determining what impacts need further analysis. Indeed we believe

it is impossible to conduct any further analysis without the benefit of a permit application.

We look forward to providing scoping comments when the permit applicamon 1s available for
review. Until that time we do not have the requisite information to make an informed decision
about what issues need study under MEPA.

Please contact us when a permit application is submitted and upon the completion of its
submittal we would be happy to provide comments to help you determine the scope of the
- analysis that needs to occur. :

ol P
Sindefely,
//
/ / /

¥ 1
Anne Hedges /
Program Director

. Box 1184 ¢ Helena, MT 59624 « Phone: (406) 443.2520 « Fax: (436) 443-2507 ¢ E-mail: meic@meic.org « www.meic.org
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10. The haze from the phant will reduce visibility in Yellowstone National Park, the UL Bend

Wildlife Refuge, the North Absaroka wilderness areas, and the Northern Cheyenne

Reservation.
9. There are at least four more coal-fired power plants waiting their turn if the Roundup

Power Project succeeds.

8. Wind power creates 40% more jobs per investment dollar than a coal-fired plant.

7. Since Montana already exports 47% of the electricity it produces, we ought not to
become the “boiler room of the nation.”

6. Montana will keep the pollution from the Roundup plant, but profits will go out-of-stare.
5

. The plant will emit vast amounts of greenhouse gases, which contribute to global warming.

\EE %\é 4. Mercucy-which the plant will emit in dangerous quantities, causes birth defects. neuro-

Ry

m!ogical damage, and Jung and kidney failure.

3. If more electricity is needed, it should come from conservation and efficiency-improve-
. » \‘—'—-‘—v‘
ment measures, not from the dirtiest source, coal.

. The air quality permit violates state and federal clean air laws.
The Gread Jer e ook - panad Plout

i. The Roundup Power Project vjolates your right to a clean and healthful environment.
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Johnson, Kathy

From: Andy Johnson [andy johnson@mse-ta.com]

Sent: Friday, Aprii 08, 2005 7:45 AM

To: Johnson, Kathy

Subject: Proposed Highwood Generation Facility near Great Falls

If it is supported by the Great Falls community, then | support the construction of this facility. It will produce revenues for the
community, county, and State. It will provide well paying and meaningful employment for the community. No matter what all
those whining so calied "environmental” activists say, it will not pollute the atmosphere any more than fall burning of brush
does. The good far outweigh the bad for this project, and | ask that you allow it to go forward as per the developer's schedule.

E. A. Johnson
2905 Hanson Rd.
Butte, 598701



From Diane

Newton, Carl

Page 1 of 2

From: diane@sofast.net

Sent:  Friday, May 06, 2005 3:51 PM
To: Johnson, Kathy

Subject: From Diane

May 6, 2005

Kathleen Johnson, MEPA Project Coordinator
Montana D.E.Q.

PO Box 200901

Helena, Montana 59602

Re: Highwood Generating Station Environmental Impact Statement
To Whom It May Concern:

The purpose of this letter is to express my support for the Highwood
Station power plant near Great Falls. The development of a clean coal
facility is a responsible and practical step in securing a reliable,
affordable source of energy for folks in Great Falls and across Montana.
Of our most valuable assets in Great Falls are our beautiful river and
clean, fresh air. A main reason for my support of the plant is that it

will use the latest technology to control SO2, NO, and CO2 emissions to
minimize the potential impact on our community and environment.

It seems to me that Southern Montana Electric G&T has been very diligent
with environmental considerations, and I'm confident the Montana
Department of Environmental Quality will verify this through the
permitting process.

The plant will also be a strong economic boost to the community and
surrounding area. By some calculations, the plant should bring $75 million

in construction wages and 65-75 permanent jobs to Great Falls.

The Highwood Generating Station is an important step in bringing public
power to Great Falls and I am pleased that it will be done in an

6/7/2005



From Diane

environmentally sound manner.

Respectfully submitted,

Dianne Jovick-Kuntz
Great Falls City Commissioner

6/7/2005

Page 2 of 2
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Please return your comments postmarked by May 8, 2005, to:

Kathleen Johnson, MEPA Project Coordinator
Re: Highwood Generating Station EIS
Montana Department of Environmental Quality
PO Box 200901
Heiena, MT 59620-0901
katjohnson@mt.gov



Kathleen Johnson, MEPA Coordinator 515 Trirn AvenuE NogTH

MT DEQ, GREAT FaLLs, MonTana, 59401

P.O. Box 200901 PHONE, Fax, V-MAIL: 406-727-8464
.O. Box 2 ,

StuarT LEWIN

Anorney & Counsellor at Law

E-MAIL: STUARTLEWIN@WORLDNET.ATT.NET

Helena, MT 59620-901.

RECEIVED

Date: May 4, 2003

MAY 0 5 2005

Re: Highwood Generation Station Unit #1 EIS - scoping

DEQ
DIRECTOR'S OFFICE

Dear Ms Johnson,

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to submit these scoping comments and
questions on the proposed coal fired plant at Highwood.

1.

b2

[V

Global Warming — In light of the fact that Montana already has a number of
operating coal plants (with others proposed), causing the State of Montana to
contribute an inordinate per capita amount of greenhouse gasses to the
atmosphere, are we justified in even considering building more? What mitigation
measures for CO2 admissions will the state of MT require for this plant and
others? Are these mandatory? If not, how will they be enforced? Ifno
enforcement, how can they be guaranteed? If no guarantees, then is the state
meeting its obligations under the state Constitutional requirement for providing “a
clean and healthy environment™?

Mercury — In light of the fact that very small amounts of mercury is known to be
a dangerous pollutant which causes severe neurological deficits, What is going to
be done about limiting (or eliminating) this coal plant’s contribution of this
pollutant to the atmosphere, and water, and the land? We already have a state
advisory on fish caught in our state’s rivers and lakes. This plant, situated as it is
near the Missouri, and potentially returning an (undetermined) amount of effluent
to the river, surely will have a negative impact on the mercury levels of the river.
Emission Standards. Since plan goes on line in 2010 and it has an operating life
span of at least 30 years, how will plant meet EPA emission standards 20207

Autism — In California, the observed rise in cases of autism in children as been
attributed to increased mercury emissions from China’s coal plants. This is an
unconscionable human loss because it would seem to be preventable in large part
by reducing or eliminating exposure to environmental mercury. Some states and
individuals are considering litigation to redress their losses. The EIS should
consider the costs of potential litigation to the co-op, the City of Great Falls, and
the State of Montana.
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STUuART LEWIN

Arntorney & Counsellor ar Law

Water Rights —

A. The City of Great Falls is proposing using some its Missouri River water
rights for the use of this power plant. Generation of electricity through a coal-
fired plant uses more water per kilowatt produced than any other generating
method (except perhaps nuclear; [ am unsure of this). It is clear that Missouri
River water and water rights become ever more important as water flows decrease
due to the drought. . At some point, it may be essential to use Missouri River
water rights to make Giant Springs water the source of Great Falls drinking water.
The EIS process needs to provide a forum for weighing the various potential uses
of Missouri River water rights to determine whether this project would be the
highest and best use of those rights. Who is responsible for determining which
use 1s more beneficial than another? The DNRC under their rules provides for
changes in water rights as long as both uses are beneficial, without consideration
of the relative merits of such uses. Even if Great Falis” water rights are more
properly addressed by City government, this EIS may properly be a vehicle to
motivate our local government to take this issue seriously.

B. When the giant springs water rights transfer of GF reserved rights was
approved for the new malting plant, the DNRC has no records of any objection
even though objections were raised in the EA process, why is there not a
requirement that objections raised in the EA process be carried through and
considered in the DNRC water rights transfer process?

C. How much water will the new plant use? The scoping document given out at
the meeting in GF in April must give us the number of days of operation.
Assuming that water use is 7 days a week. 52 weeks a year how much water will
be used. How many GF municipal reserved rights will be available for other uses
after water is supplied the plant pursuant to the water service agreement recently
approved by the City of Great Falls?

Standing to Raise Water Rights — Are citizens of Great Falls considered
“appropriators” under applicable water law, and therefore able to be objectors
under the water rights franster process? Can the City of Great Falls enter into a
long-term supply contract to the coal plant committing Great Falls water rights
without a meaningful public process? We request that the EIS analyze GF water
rights, determine how many will be used to meet the supply contract and then

determine how this will effect future growth of Great Falls.

Water Quality -- Development along the Missourt upstream from Great Falls is
resulting in ever more pollution into the river. The costs associated with cleaning
Missouri River water for use in Great Falls may, in the future, become
prohibitive. Further. it is probably true that there are many pollutants that are not
being monitored. (See use of water rights in 5 above). Finally, the proposed power
plant is bound to have an impact on water quality. Will the power plant be
required to mitigate its contributions to water pollution, and will such mitigation
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StuarT LEWIN
Arrorney & Counsellor ar Law

actually be acceptable in light of other threats to the quality of Missouri River
water? Does the plant propose use of the Missouri River as a mixing zone for its
return water? How will this effect downstream water systems such as Fort
Benton. What about those who use MR water downstream for domestic and
commercial use (cattle watering etc.). How can no-deg standards be determined
if this stretch of the Missouri and Sun rivers do not have a current enforceable
plan in place? What is the future impact on the Missouri of the five superfund
cites located within the 1 mile Great Falls bend in the Missouri River. What will
be the impact on water quality of slag sitting behind the PPL damns. How will
the proposed power plant cumulatively affect the river considering these
additional pollution sources when they empty into the river? The refinery in
Great Falls has filed notice with the state of problems with its river discharge? Is
its bonding adequate to pay for clean-up if it goes bankrupt? If not what will be
the cumulative effect of the new proposed plant’s discharges?

Air Quality —

A. A coal-fired plant makes power by burning coal, which results in an array of
particulate and gaseous emissions, most of which are far from innocuous. Even if
prevailing winds carry such emissions away from Great Falls, are we justified in
producing such pollution for our neighbors downwind to breathe?

B. Further, we know that this power plant is designed to be able to burn other
fuels besides coal, including so-called “biomass” and even, potentially, old tires.
What are the impacts to air quality (at least) of such fuels? What steps are being
taken to ensure that this plant will not resort to other fuels once it is up and
running, which may result in unforeseen and unregulated emissions?

Cumulative Impacts -- The cumulative impacts of the Great Falls power plant
need to be considered in light of other power plants which exist and which are
being proposed in Montana, in nearby states, and even in China. Among such

Trrante ars mmany gwhinhk ha Thnme s ad ol ~h arhan Ainvida
HPpacts ard many waiCi nave ooln moeniioned aovdve, Sucn as caroon Gi0XiGe,

sulfur dioxide, nitrous oxides, and mercury. We do not live in a vacuum, and the
DEQ and its EIS may properly consider the impacts not of this plant by itself but
in the region and planet as a whole.

Economic Viability of Project -

A, Depending on the environmental requirements determined by the EIS process,
the bottom-line economics of the project must be considered and measured
against other alternate sources of power, such as hydroelectric power from our
local dams, (the question remains whether the City of Great Falls might be able to
condemn the dams and own this power rather than be at the mercy of PP&L thus
providing a much cheaper source of power than the proposed coal plant), wind
power, natural gas-fired plants, solar power, or (probably the most effective) a
combination of some or any of the above. The FIS needs to consider the
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economic viability of these other sources of power and compare these to the
proposed coal plant. It does not take a rocket scientist to question the efficacy of
carrying coal from eastern Montana to create power for Great Falls when right
here in Great Falls the dams are producing more power than our needs reqmre
but it is not made available at the cost of production.

B. Further. if at some point emission controls become (properly) stringent, would
this plant then be in violation of such requirements and what would be the cost of
bringing it into compliance and if so would it then be economically viable?

C. The plant will affect the air and water quality of the area. How will this affect
the growth of this community? Other communities in Montana are experiencing
increased growth because of the quality of their environment. Please quantify the
negative economic impacts caused by the coal plant.

11. Establishing Environmental Standards -- This EIS should clearly identify those
areas where there are no environmental standards to be applied and therefore need
to be determined. Also, which agency of the State is best suited for making
requirements part of practice in this State? For example, mercury emission
standards apparently do not presently exist in Montana. What does the DEQ
recommend as a standard, and does the department have the authority to create
such standards in order to better meet its obligations under the Montana
Constitution for a clean and healthful environment?

12. Bonding and Reclamation — the State Constitution requires reclamation when
the environment is disturbed. We request that the EIS identify the costs
associated with reclamation for the environmental impacts cause by the plant and
set sufficient bonding amounts for the plant for full reclamation. This should
include reclamation of the coal mining sites, transportation corridors for the coal
and the power, water degradation and loss, ash disposal, and mothballing the plant
if it becomes economically unviable. Since this is a co-op including a public
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issue, which should be spelled out.

#7bsence of Public Participation in Energy Generation selection — SME’s
#” @hort is to justity a coal plant, not to allow the public to determine what type of
F #0wer it would desire to see developed.

tuart F. Lewin



Hilary Ransdell Lewin
2304 Second Avenue South
Great Falls, MT 59405 -
106-771-0631 %%iggvgﬁ

hransdell@sofast.net

MAY 0 6 2005

DEQ
CIRECTOR'S OfFcx

May 3, 2005

Kathleen Johnson

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

RE:  Highwood Coal Plant near Great Falls
Scoping Comments

Dear Ms. Johnson:
Thank you for coming to speak to the Conservation Council in Great Falls.

I'wish to enter my concerns into the record in regard to the coal-burning power plant that
has been propo;ed to be buﬂt near Great Faﬂs

'\Vh} e I do beheve that pubhc power is:.a oood thmsz, and I“app]aud th@ SffOHb of:the. City
of Great Falls to ensure dependable and a arforuable power forits gitizens,: [ behew this
coal-burning plant is a serious mistake; SN BRI AT -

Global Warming: Many people have been misled into believing that global warming is
a fraud and a hoax. [ believe that all reasonable persons would agree that the human race
(not to mention other life forms) cannot survive on the planet with a potentially
disastrously degraded environment. It is therefore prudent (if not essential) to err on the
side of caution. The burning of fossil fuels must be curtailed and eventually abandoned

viahle source ror enerovy Tndividiiale from hath L1/‘L>¢ ~F 1"1'\4.3 naliticral aigla are
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becoming convinced of this. Montana already has a huge coal-burning plant at Colstrip;
we already produced more than our fair share, per capiza, of greenhouse gasses. To

propose a new coal-burning plant is irresponsible.

The United States presently has an administration that is conducting its policies in
reckless disregard for the environment, but the present administration will be out of office
long before this proposed coal plant comes online. The possibility exists that the SME .
co-op (of which the City of Great Falls is a member) may be stuck thh a boondoggle, as
fossil-fuel burning plants may be decommissioned as illegal. ' ~

Pollution of Air, Land, and Water: Even though this power plant is said to be “clean,”
the burning of coal is far fromrclean:. We have been told repeatedly that this-plant WiH
comply with ““all applicable regulations.” but [ dosot. believe that this is good enough. -
Again, the present administration has gutted and rolled back many standards; it 1s not



Kathleen Johnson, DEQ
May 3, 2004
RE: Highwood Coal-Burning Plant

good enough to comply with regulations. Neither do [ have any confidence in the
assurances of an entity which as a matter of course will sesk to minimize its costs.
Cleaning emissions always takes money.

One of the worst pollutants to come from burning coal is mercury. Montana already has
a standing warning against eating the fish from our (what used to be) blue-ribbon streams
because of the danger of ingesting mercury. [t is irresponsible of us to contemplate
adding more of this dangerous neurotoxin to our environment.

I have been told that the ash from this plant will be “innocuous.” I am not convinced that
this is the case, and from what [ have seen it mayv be possible for this project to fall
between the cracks of state regulations when it comes to disposal of its ash. Furthermore,
the whole idea of creating several acres full of this cement-like ash is reprehensible to
me. Quite aside from esthetic and environmental degradation created by such a thing, the
site of this ash “disposal” is very likely to be nothing more than a Superfund site that we
will be stuck with.

This plant will create water effluent as well. What are the guarantees that this water will
not harm the Missouri River, to which it will be returned?

Water Rights: [ am very concerned with the fact that the City of Great Falls has
promised some of our city’s water rights to this plant. We already gave precious water
from Giant Springs to a local malting plant. The City has already signed the water supply
contract with SME committing use of Great Falls reserved water rights. Where was the
due process in this decision? This plant will use prodigious amounts of water, most of
which will simply evaporate. We are currently in the seventh year of drought: the
reservoirs on the Missouri are at an all-time low. We do not know if the drought is a
cyclic aberration or an irreversible result of global warming. We do not know what our
water needs will be in the future. It borders on recklessness to use this precious resource
in such a prodigal manner.

Due Process: [ feel that public input and debate has been purposely avoided in regard to
this project. We have been presented with a coal plant as the only alternative energy
source for our city, and the project is presented as a fait accompli in such a polished
manner that citizens are left speechless and feeling deprived of any input. I have attended
a number of presentations on this project, and I still have the feeling of being railroaded,
and that nothing [ have to say will be taken seriously. I am hoping that by writing this
letter, my opinions in this matter will be heard in a meaningful way.
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DEQ

Ms. Kathy Johnson DIRECTOR'S OFFiC

Montana DEQ
PO Box 200901
Helena, MT 59620-901

Dear Ms. Johnson:

These comments are directed at the proposed coal-fired electric power generating
plant to be located east of Great Falls. 1 have serious reservations on several issues.
First, the amount of ash produced by the plant is large and disposal will be a problem.
Associated with that is the amount of contaminants in the ash. In particular, my
understanding is that mercury would be present in the ash and would also be released into
the air making a serious problem for people downwind from the plant. Mercury has been
implicated in the increase of autism in recent years. This issue of toxic mercury released
into the air needs to be address in a serious fashion and not just dismissed as I feel was
done by the proponents in meetings that have been held. Another problem is the carbon
emissions that will add to the greenhouse gases and contribute to global warming.

In general, coal-fired plants, even “state-of-the-art” ones, present serious problems
of contaminants and must be addressed. While I understand both the need for the power
generating capacity and the desired by Great Falls official to have the city with its own
power generating capacity, the issue of contaminants - especially the very toxic ones -
must be addressed in a responsible way before the plan for the plant gets approval.

Thanks for considering my concerns.

Sincere}y

1//4(////{/' // 7////
Ronald M. Mathsen

Ronald M. Mathsen
122 Treasure State Drive
Great Falls, MT 59404-3402
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Fw: [aeroenergytf] Major Bank Banks on Renewables Page 1 of 1

Newton, Carl

From: Mindy [nielsenm@imt.net]

Sent:  Wednesday, May 04, 2005 11:20 AM

To: Johnson, Kathy

Subject: Fw: [aeroenergytf] Major Bank Banks on Renewables

Kathleen,
Much more viable to start making change to efficiency and renewables.
Mindy Nielsen

----- Original Message -----

From: james barngrover

To: AERO Energy Task Force

Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2005 10:09 AM

Subject: [aeroenergytf] Major Bank Banks on Renewables

HSBC Bank Ups Renewable Energy Commitment to 30%
Source: GreenBiz.com

WILMINGTON, Del., April 25, 2005 - HSBC Bank USA has pledged to meet 30% of its needs for electricity through wind power. The bank
will offset nearly a third of its carbon emissions by purchasing 45,454 MWh of wind energy certificates -- one of the largest retail renewable
energy purchases made in North America.

Last December HSBC became the world's first major bank to commit to carbon neutrality.

Electricity production is the leading cause of greenhouse gas emissions that contribute to global climate change. The bank's new annual
commitment which will offset 30% of its emissions and will prevent the release of over 36,000,000 pounds of carbon dioxide (CO2), a
leading global warming gas.

"We want to be the first bank in the world to have zero greenhouse gas emissions," said HSBC Bank USA president and CEO Martin Glynn.
"A cornerstone of this effort is powering our branches and offices with 30% clean, natural wind power."

HSBC has purchased Green-e certified tradable renewable energy certificates (RECs) from new wind projects in California and Minnesota.
REC:s represent the environmental benefits of clean energy production that serve to take the place of other non-renewable sources from the
regional or national electric grid. HSBC's investment will contribute to further the development of new wind energy generation necessary for
a clean energy future.

"This sizeable purchase puts HSBC into the ranks of America's leaders in green power purchasing," said Kurt Johnson, Director of the U.S.
EPA Green Power Partnership. "HSBC is setting a high standard for the financial sector and the broader business community." The Bank has
joined the Green Power Partnership, an EPA voluntary program working to standardize green power procurement as part of best practice in
corporate environmental management.

Globally, HSBC was named as one of the top fifty companies in the Climate Leadership Index at the launch of the Carbon Disclosure
Project's (CDP) second report on climate change and shareholder value

6/7/2005



Re: Highwood Generating Station EIS Page 1 of 1

Newton, Carl

From: Mindy [nielsenm@imt.net]

Sent:  Wednesday, May 04, 2005 11:03 AM
To: Johnson, Kathy

Subject: Re: Highwood Generating Station EIS

Kathleen Johnson,
Hello! Quickly, regarding the Highwood Generating Station EIS:

Mainly I want to see energy efficiency implemented and more renewable energy such as windmills in Judith Gap. There is no trade off a little
renewable and look the other way on more coal thermal generating plants or more dams for electricity! The later are thoroughly pollutive and
waste of time and energy for Montanans to pursue.

My other concerns:

Air quality: particulate and gaseous emissions far from innocuous. Cumulative impacts: carbon dioxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrous oxides, and
mercury.

Economic viability of project: We already have five dams on the river.
Establishing environmental standards: the EIS should clearly identify those areas where there are no environmental standards to be applied
and therefore need to be determined.

Is it true that mercury emission standards do not presently exist in MT?

global warming: one more coal plant instead of energy efficiency and renewable energy?
mercury (in the water, land and air): mercury has a tremendous effect on people too, and in CA, NJ, TX, and MA in areas of coal generating
plants there were high numbers of autism in children. And last years study stating mercury in all of Montanans streams and lakes.

Solid Waste disposal: coal ash is toxic and nothing can grow where it is dumped.

water rights: ( The city of Great Falls is proposing using some its Missouri River water rights for the use of this power plant. Generation of
electricity through a coal-fired plant uses more water per kilowatt produced than any other generating method except perhaps nuclear. Water
flow is important as drought and water quality diminishes in this area.)

Water quality: How will this affect the water quality?
No more coal plants please. Thank you.
Mindy Nielsen

1228 AVE F
BILLINGS MT59102-3246

6/7/2005



Attn: Kathy Johnson

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
P. O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

May 5, 2005

Dear Ms. Johnson:

The Billings Outpost published a notice that you were accepting public comments on the preparation of an
Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Highwood Generation Station coal-fired electrical
generation facility near Great Falls, MT. Southern Montana Electric G & T Cooperative plans to build and
operate the plant. I am assuming that these comments are in the nature of scoping comments to determine
the breadth of concerns that may be addressed in the environmental impact statement.

I am a customer of both Yellowstone Valley Electric Cooperative and Fergus Electric Cooperative. I have
an interest in keeping my costs down for electricity, as well as ensuring a consistent supply for that
electricity which I must use.

I have seen a distinct difference in operation between Yellowstone Valley and Fergus over the years.
Yellowstone Valley has had a number of programs to encourage energy conservation, including super-
insulated off-peak water heater programs and ground source heat pump programs. Other than steadily
increasing costs, I have seen no conservation programs from Fergus. I do not know if the other coops
involved in Southern Montana Electric G & T have had any conservation programs or not. From what I
hear the cheapest electricity is the electricity conserved. I hate to see coal mined and burned without any
conservation done before hand. There are many side effects from mining and burning coal, and I think
coal-fired plants should be kept to a minimum. .

One of the areas that should be addressed in the EIS is what kinds of effective conservation programs the
local coops could encourage their members to do. The Coops put out a monthly magazine on a statewide
basis with inserts for the locals. YVEC has run conservation notices; Fergus never has. However, those

notices and programs should be in every month.

We have a proposed coal plant permitted about 5 miles northwest of us. There is talk of another proposed
plant at Broadview 25 miles to the west. Both of those would be coal-fired. The cumulative air effects of
all the proposed plants in Montana should be considered in the EIS. There is current research from
Colorado State University’s Agricultural Research Service (plant physiologist Jack A. Morgan, researcher)
which indicates that increased Carbon Dioxide emissions decreased the fertility and forage quality of grass
species in Eastern Colorado. Some of those same species are important in Montana, and some of the less
desirable ones that come in are some of the same increasers in Montana.

There has been a mind set to ignore the effects of pollution on native grass when considering the affects of
pollution areas surrounding these plants. The rate of return on capital on a grass ranch these days is one per
cent according to high priced real estate appraisers. A reduction in the production of grass in areas in the
path of pollution is a serious matter both for the ranch affected, and ultimately for the state, as pollution
spreads from numerous proposed plants. The reduction in forage could be the final economic push to
negative financial balance.

Until the coops involved in this project have done a great deal more towards improved conservation
programs with their members, I cannot favor this. I may not be able to afford the increased power costs
resulting from this proposed generation plant.

Submittted by:

Ellen Pfister

P. 0. Box 330

Shepherd, MT 406-947-5931



D, CHERYL REICHERT M.D., PH.D. i -

athologist » 31 Prospect Drive é/

Great Falls, MT 59405

Home Phone (406) 727-1%64

November 4, 2004

Nurul Islam, Environmentai Protection Specialist

Rural Utility Service, Engineering and Environmental Staff
1400 Independence Ave. S.W., Stop 1571
Washington D.C. 20250-1571

Dear N. Islam,

I am writing to express my concermns about a proposed 250 megawatt coal-fired electric
generating plant to be constructed by Alston Power Inc. at a location northeast of Great
Falls, Montana. While | laud Great Falls City Manager John Lawton and other members of
the Southern Montana Electric Cooperative for their foresight in developing an independent
regional electric generation facility, | am dismayed that an estimated $470 million is going to
be spent on a facility that relies on coal instead of a nonpoiluting, renewable, futuristic
energy source such as wind power.

My concemns are several foid:

1) Generation of greenhouse gases. As reported by the Washingion Post, a recently
completed international assessment of Arclic climate change has documented
“unprecedented increases in temperature, glacial melting, and weather pattern changes, with
most of these changes attributable to greenhouse gases from automobiles, power plants,
and other sources”™. Global warming is also thought fo increase the incidence and severity of
forest fires.

2) Mercury contamination. The mercury emitted by coal plants eventually enters our
waterways, contaminating drinking water and fish and entering the food chain. Mercury is a
toxin and is especially damaging to nervous system of children and can also damage the
kidneys. While there is currently no governmental emission standard for mercury, this
contentious matter is likely to be addressed before the facility is built. When the new
standards are estabiished, the piant shouid expect io become compiiant and not
“grandfathered” in perpetuity. While Alston Power Inc. claims that its new circulating fluid bed
technology boilers reduce acid rain by reducing emissions of sulfur and nitrogen, the
company does not provide quantitative data for mercury emissions. The amount of mercury
produced by the facility is dependent upon the source of the coal. The environmental
assessment should be based on the actual coal source, which has been stated in the Great
Falls Tribune as originating in southeastern Montana (and not upon theoretical data from
surrogate coal fields containing better quality coals).

3) Aerosois of particulate matter. Not only may particulate matter create hazy veils
over our beautiful blue skies, but also adversely affect the health of residents with breathing
disorders such as chronic bronchitis and asthma. The eleciric blackout of August 2003 in
northeastern United States provided an opportunity for researchers to evaluate air quality
over Pennsylvania 24 hours after the grid shut down. The scientists were impressed by
the magnitude of the improvements, with a 90% reduction in sulfur dioxide, 50% reduction
in smog, and increased visibility by 20 miles due 1o less particulate matter in the air. The
scientists reported that emissions from power piants can contaminate the air hundreds of
miles downwind.



eichert p.2, continued...

4)The potential for “Bait and Switch”. The circulating fluid bed technology is stated to
be “fuel flexible”. A comprehensive environmental assessment for the Great Falls facility
should evaluate noxious and hazardous wastes from all likely fuel sources, and specific
exclusions should be indicated. For example, the 294 megawatt coal fired plant that is
currently being built by Alston in Maysville, Kentucky, is cited as an example for the
comparably sized faciiity near Great Falls. According to the company literature, the
Kentucky plant is also designed to burn “approximately 5 million waste fires” per year.
Burned fires are reported to release styrene, butadiene, toxic heavy metals such as lead,
mercury, and cadmium, and chlorinated compounds such as carcinogenic dioxins and furans.
Another example of the “bait and switch” taclic comes from Thompson Falls, Montana,
where irate local citizens discovered that after the plant went through the Montana
Department of Environmental Quality permitting process in 2001, Thompson River Co-
Gen LL changed its predominant energy source from biomass/wood to coal. According to
a March 26, 2004, article that the Missoulian, legal challenges by the Thompson Falls
citizen’s group are likely.

5) Adequacy of environmental safeguards. Who will monitor the emissions of the
electric generating plant? How will the monitoring be done? Will there be detectors
mounted in the stacks? Will there be ambient air monitoring and monitoring of the plume by
airplanes? Who will obtain baseline levels of contaminants now present in the water and
soils and fish so that there can be future legal recourse if the company does not meet
environmental standards? The technology is being “sold” fo the community as the newest
and cleanest, but the company literature indicates that “for the majority of applications and
fuels, in-fumace control is sufficient to meet reguiatory requirements”. For a price, “additional
S02 removal is possible with Alstom’s tail end Flash Dry Absorber, which activates and
further utilizes unreacted bed material”. Is this option included in the plant proposed for
Great Falls? Because of the spiraling costs of steel and transportation, there are likely to be
cost overruns; what guarantees that the optional scrubbers will be installed and maintained?

The Southern Montana Electric cooperative does not have the right to pollute the air and
water of our downwind and downstream neighbors. Recently reelected Montana Supreme
Court Justice James Neison has stated that he thinks that Montana’s Legislature has a duty
to pass laws enforcing Montana’s constitutional guarantee of “a clean and heaithful
environment”. Montanans need electricity, but we also need clean air and water.

Sincerely yours,

Cheryl M. Reichert, M.D., Ph.D. (Biological Chemistry)
reichert@sofast.net

copy: Cheryi Patton, Assistant City Manager, Great Falls
Randy Gray, Mayor of Great Falls
Brian Schweitzer, Montana Governor-elect
George Golie, Representative, Montana House District #20
Bryony Schwan, Women’s Voices of the Earth
Kris Thomas, Montanans Against Toxic Buming
Missouri River Citizens
Montana Environmental Information Center
Citizens Coal Council



DR. CHERYL REICHERT M.D., PH.D.
Pathologist « 51 Prospect Drive

Great Falls, VT 39403

Home Phone (406) 727-1964

April 17, 2005

Kathleen Johnson, MEPA Coordinator

re: SME’S Highwood Generating Station EIS
Montana Department of Environmental Quality
PO Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0801

Dear Ms. Johnson:

| am writing to add to my growing concems about a proposed 250 megawatt coal-fired
electric generating plant to be constructed by Alston Power Inc. near Great Falls, Montana.
While | laud the City of Great Falls and the Southern Montana Electric Cooperative for their
foresight in developing an independent regional electric generation facility, | am dismayed
that an estimated $470 million is going to be spent on a facility that relies on coal instead of
a nonpolluting, renewable, futuristic energy source such as wind power.

In addition to the concerns listed in in my letter of Nov. 4, 2004 (copy enclosed), | would like
to add water use. According to your Scoping Document, the coal plant will need up to
3200 gallons of water per minute or approximately 4.6 million gallons a day. At atime
when some cities in the West are so desperate for water that they are buying ranches
solely to obtain water rights, how can the City of Great Falls agree to sell its future growth
potential? There needs to be a vigorous and open debate about the sale of this precious
resource. The public has not been made aware of this important hidden cost of the coal
fired plant.

Sincerely yours,

Chery!l M. Reichert, M.D., Ph.D. (Biological Chemistry)
reichert@sofast.net

encl: letter to EPA, sent 11/04/04



Johnson, Kathy

From: Duncan Riley [driley@email.unc.edu]
Sent: Friday, April 08, 2005 3:15 PM

To: Johnson, Kathy

Subject: Great Falls coal fired electrical generation.

Denver Cocloradc has a process of coal
can produce electricity and clean burning deisel fuel.

There should be federal monies aveilable for clean coal proects.

I won't waste much of your time. I Jjust wanted to comment and ask if
new alternatives
have been considered.

Duncan Riley

ot



3721 7® Avenue North
Great Falls, Montana 59401-2222
May 5, 2005

{athy Johnson,

MT DEQ,

PO Box 200901

Helena. MT 58620-901.

Dear Ms. Johnson,

I am writing to express my support for the coal fired electrical
generation plant project proposed for construction east of Great Falls
in the Salem area. I am confident that the appropriate use of fluidized
bed processes for burning the coal fuel will deal with most any concern
about combustion by-products creating unacceptable degradation of the
environment in any meaningfully measurable extent.

I am concerned that mercury compounds may be a more difficult product to
deal with and would expect that the environmental study will address
this aspect of the process in a thorough manner, using the best current
science in the area of treating mercury byproduct wastes.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this effort.

Sincerely,

%/{f ’,‘5,;// kj(‘///éj/,ﬂ///

&

Guy D,.~8chmidt




RECEIVED
MAY 02 2005

DEQ
CIRECTOR'S OFFICE

April 28, 2005

Kathy Johnson, MEPA Coordinator
Montana DEQ

PO Box 200901

Helena, MT 359620-0901

Re: SME Highwood Generating Station EIS
Dear Ms. Johnson:

Please accept this letter with my comments regarding SME’s project near Great Falls. [
am very much in favor of the project proceeding as quickly as possible through the EIS
process to allow construction of this environmentally engineered and controlled coal fired

power plant.

Allowing projects to be built and using environmental controls exhibited by true
scientific research to be necessary is in the best interest of people world wide as well as
Montanans in particular. This should be very beneficial project for all Montanans as it is
currently presented.

Sincerely,

Alan See,

jdk
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Johnson, Kathy

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jude fjusmith@mtlib.org]

Friday, April 22, 2005 9:24 AM
Johnson, Kathy

Highwood Generating Station EIS

I am writing to you today as b

proposed coal plant in CGresat h t ;
much of it coming from engi se stud

am alarmed. I zm zlarmed a k we are

environment, the river, the aguatic the
possible risk we are posing wn hezlt

anad have managed this disea m free o

partislly due to the area 1 live. I

breath, not to mention that one else, :

amount of mercury, carbon dioxide, sulphur dioxide,

oxides released into the environment can't ha

negative impact on guality of life. Who is going to wan

place that Is going feudal

I understand the need to jumpstart our sagging economy. But to
forsake the environment and our health to do so is unacceptable to
me If this is to take place, I will be looking for z new home more
favorable to living in a healithy way.

Thank you for listening to my concerns.




Page 1 of 1

Johnson, Kathy

From: Diane Stinger [jeslondi@imt.net]
Sent: Sunday, May 01, 2005 1:51 PM
To: Johnson, Kathy

Subject: Highwood Generating Station EIS

Kathleen Johnson

MEPA Project Coordinator

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
Helena, MT 59620-0901

Re: Highwood Generating Station

Dear Ms. Johnson and the good people of the State of Montana,
I 'am very opposed to a coal fired power plant in our area. Coal fired power plants are one of the greatest contributors to

giobal warming. Emissions from coal fired power plants include carbon dioxide, sulfur dioxide, nitrous oxides, and mercury,
which damage water, air and soils. Global warming is having a serious negative effect on agriculture in Montana.

A coal fired plant is a short term, ineffective solution to our energy problem, with long term negative consequences.
We would do better building an energy infrastructure that is environmentally sustainable and contributes to the long term health
of our agricultural base, our water supply, our air, ourselves.

We must not aliow a few profiteers to destroy our environment. Let’s build structures we are proud to pass on to our
children, rather than sacrificing their heaith for a few kilowatts of electricity. Those who polluted Montana in the past did not
understand what they were doing, and can perhaps be forgiven as we struggle to clean up their mess. It cannot be said for us
that we do not know exactly what consequences this sort of poliution will have. There is no excuse. A coal fire power plant is
unethical, immoral, and creates a huge mess for our children to ciean up.

Sincerely,

Diane Stinger

1400 4 Avenue NW
Great Falis, MT 59404

5/2/2005



®ECEIVED

May 5, 2005 MAY 0 9 2005
Ms. Kathleen Johnson DEQ
MEPA Project Coordinator DIRECTOR'S OFFICE

Re: Highwood Generating Station EIS
Montana Dept of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59602-0901

Dear Ms. Johnson,

I do like the idea of public power. And I hope we can establish such a system.

However, I am very leery of a coal-fired generating plant for two reasons: its
emissions and its use of a non-renewable resource. -

I have a nephew who has autism. It is thought that one of the causes of autism is
exposure to mercury in the environment. Pregnant women and children are told
not to eat fish from various lakes and rivers in Montana due to the mercury
concentrations in the fish. Mercury is known to cause severe neurological
damage to humans and other animals. The technology of this plant does not
eliminate mercury emissions. Do we have the right to contaminate the
environment? I think not. I believe we have the obligation to protect the quality
of our air and waters. And, of course, there will be other emissions from the
proposed plant, which also are not healthy.

Coal is a non-renewable resource. It makes more sense to me to build a power
plant that uses inputs that will continue to be available (i.e. wind, solar).

Please consider the toxic emissions in your analysis, which I am sure you will,
and require that this project not degrade our environment.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Dtn T20.3F

Diana Talcott
2004 1% Ave S
Great Falls, MT 59401



RECEIVED

Dennis Tighe MAY 0 6 2005
717 13" St. S.W.
Great Falls, Montana 59404 DEQ
i DIRECTOR'S OFrFiCE
May 4, 2005
Kathy Johnson
Montana DEQ

P. O. Box 200901
Helena, Montana 59620-0901

Re: Proposed Coal Fired Generating Plant in Cascade County
Dear Ms. Johnson,

['am writing in response to the DEQ’s request for public input on the proposed coal fired
generating plant for Cascade County. Please make my comments part of the official record, and

please include my name on your mailing list regarding further notices on this project.

Emissions and Health Hazards

The purpose and need for this project should be measured against the environmental
harm. In order to measure the harm, an economic analysis of the value of the current
environmental state must be completed. What is the value to central Montana of clean air, clean
water and clear skies? Without a study of the economic benefit of nonimpaired water, air and
soil, the purpose and need for this project is examined in a vacuum. The public is entitled to
know that environmental harm produces economic harm.

Power plant pollution has inflicted huge health damages on the public in other parts of the
country. [iis estimated that power plant emissions cause $61 billion per year in health costs on
the American public. How does the purpose and need of the proposed power plant establish that
its economic value 1s greater than the health costs imposed on the citizens of central Montana?

Sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxide emissions from power plants create dangerous
concentrations of fine particles and ozone in the air. Power plants cannot eliminate this
pollution, and continually look for ways to avoid having to reduce this pollution. Moreover,
federal standards are too lax and, if the so-called “Clear Skies” legislation is past, standards will
not get any better. The DEQ should insist that these emissions are restricted to the lowest
concentrations possible with best available technology. Further, the generating plant should have
a plan in place and funded that will use whatever means necessary to further reduce emissions

over time.



This proposed power plant boasts of its new technology. The DEQ should require the
company to back up its boast with a long term plan that further reduces emissions by requiring up
to date pollution control devices as they become available. The goal here should be to limit avoid
turning the clean air of central Montana into polluted air.

The cost of reducing emissions should not be an excuse for not doing it. What is the
value of one early death caused by power plant air pollution emissions or of one additional
asthma attack?

The EIS must investigate the potential for health problems on populations in central
Montana. How many people will suffer from health problems related to power plant emissions?

The public will need to view maps of where, when and how much pollution will travel in
the air and how much will be deposited on the ground and in the water.

What safeguards will be in place for wind events from the east that will push emissions
over the City of Great Falls? How much soot will fall on Great Falls if the wind blows from the

east?

What liability will the State of Montana have if downwind states claim that pollution
from this proposed plant is affecting them.

What are the ambient air quality standards for fine particulates, ozone and emissions in
Great Falls, Cascade County, the Upper Missouri River Breaks National Monument, the
wildemrness study areas in the Little Belt Mountains, Big Snowy Mountains, the 6 WSA’s in the
Upper Missouri River Breaks National Monument and in the Charles M. Russell Game Preserve?
How will the generating plant affect the air in these locales?

How will the plant affect Class I airsheds in Glacier, the Bob Marshall Wilderness and
other Class I areas?

How will the emissions affect visibility? Will the big sky of Montana suffer the same
overcast smog and poliution that blankets parts of the East? How will the plant prevent or
minimize the effects on visibility? How will the plant eliminate the dust from the coal trains
that will deliver to the site? What effect will the coal dust have on workers and communities
where the wind will carry it?

Mercurv

If you have lived in the East and gone fishing, then you have seen the signs that warn
against consuming fish that have been exposed to mercury pollution. Mercury pollution has been
Iinked to many neurologic disorders. How does the energy plant intend to limit or prevent
mercury pollution? What is a safe level of mercury pollution given the fact that it is cumulative
in the environment? What other plants and animals ingest and store mercury so that it will enter
the human food chain?



Water

How much water will the plant use? How will the water use affect the future growth of
Great Falls? How will the water use affect downstream fisheries and communities? What is the
plan for recycling water? How much will be discharged and does the discharge contain
pollutants? Will discharged water be held for reuse or discharged into a watercourse? Who will

provide the water to the plant?

Light Pollution

Light pollution is a serious problem. The glow from the city and neighborhoods changes
the nighttime environment and washes out the night sky. The plant should not have any outdoor
lights that add to the glare and glow that harms our view of the heavens. Efficient and simple
outdoor lighting can function without adding to light pollution.

S il 24

Carbon Dioxide

Global warming is a problem that has built-in inertia. It is hard to halt it. What is
Montana doing to help manage the global warming problem? How will this generating plant
address CO2 emissions? Will the plant use the best available technology to reduce CO2
emissions? What plan does the plant have for capturing CO?2 so that it can be kept out of the
atmosphere? Has 1t considered using CO2 in oil recovery operations? What is the cumulative
effect on the discharge of CO2 of all the power generating plants in Montana?

Solid Waste

How and where will solid waste be stored? What safeguards will be used to prevent
leaching of heavy metals and toxic waste into the ground? How many acres of land will be
needed for solid waste disposal? How will the solid waste be transported to the sites? Will the
waste be blown by wind during transport or disposal and, if so, who will be affected by the soot,
ash and other solid wastes blown by the wind. How will the particulates affect visibility?

Limestone

If the plant uses limestone, where will it be mined? Is the mining of the limestone part of
the EIS for the project? If not, why not?

Thank vou for the opportunity to speak out on this important issue.




RECEIVED

May 3, 2005 MAY 0 9 2005

Attn: Kathy Johnson
Montana Department of Environmental Quality DEQ
P. 0. Box 200901 - Helena, MT 59620-0901 DIRECTOR'S OFFICE

Dear Ms. Johnson:

I 'am responding to your notice (which I saw in the Billings Outpost as well as from various online
sources) to comment prior to your Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed Highwood coal-fired
electrical generation facility near Great Falls, Montana.

(1} We don’t need another coal-fired generating plant in Montana. N matter how “clean” or
“efficient” this proposed plant supposedly is, it will stll poliute our air, water and soils with oxides of
sulfur and nitrogen, with fly ash, heavy metals and mercury. Ilive downwind from this proposed plant,
and this prospect makes me angry and sad. Coal generation also uses an epormous amount of water.
Water in better times is scarce in our semi-arid climate, and in worse times, as now, in our extended
drought, water is beginning to Jook not merely scarce, but rare.

(2} The cost of electricity from new coal plants is much higher than the cost of equivalent power
from a clean and abundant renewable energy source, windpower. To be precise, new coal power is coming
online in the range of 5 t© 6 cents per kilowatt hour {or even more}, while new windpower is coming
online at 4 cents per kilowatt hour {or even less). The 20-year contract for power from the Judith Gap
Wind Farm -- once it is built — will average about 3.16 cents per kilowatt hour, and Northwestern Energy
currently is buying power from smaller scale windpower sites at Two Dot, Martinsdale and elsewhere for

3-27-cents perkilowatt-hour—Evi e with “firming” and other ancillary costs, windpower will come in much

cheaper than new coal power — in the range of 3.4 1o 3.7 cents per kilowatt hour — which is quite
competitive with existing coal power (as from Colstrip — this of course assumes Congress once again will
extend the federal production tax credit for wind and other renewable energy sources). There are strong
hints that certain co-op managers involved in the Highwood Plant are beginning 1o notice that this is a
very expensive deal compared to windpower, and beyond the price comparisons there are those deeper
-and longer-term cost savings from windpower: no use of water, no poliution, and the "fuel" is free.
Windpower also can come online much faster than coal, in smaller increments, making it less of a burden
to finance, since the money need not be raised all at once, as with a single large centralized facility.

{3} Even more impressive than the cost of generating power with wind is the cost saving from
displacing the need for new power, through intelligent investments in energy conservation and efficiency.
In its various forms, energy conservation ranges from 1 1o 2 cents per kilowatt hour.

{4) Montana’s rural electric cooperatives are in an excellent position t forego enormous capital
investments in expensive, polluting, centralized fossil fuel generating plants and invest, instead, in energy
conservation measures, then next in decentralized, smaller scale, diverse renewable energy facilities.
Second-hand wind generators in the 65 kilowatt range are available and could be financed by the co-ops
for installation by their own customers on farms, ranches and in small towns. Co-ops ultimately could
produce all the power they need from a variety of decentralized renewable sources, as long as they
continue 10 invest in energy conservation. The Yeliowstone Valley Electric Co-op already has begun
investing in ground source heat pumps and is locking at other innovative, appropriately scaled
technologies. Even solar electric generation — still quite expensive - is economically appropriate for new
Co-0p customers whose home sites are a few miles removed from existing power lines and otherwise would
require expensive extensions of power lines to those sites.

The Department of Environmental Quality has an obligation to point out this eminently sensible
conservation and renewable energy scenaric to those who persist in their fixation with coal, a costly,
destructive technology whose time has surely passed.

Sincerelyv,
s VT e {. N
Wilbur Wood

P.O. Box 12
Roundup, Montana 59072
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Johnson, Kathy

From: Sierra_Harris@fws.gov

Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2005 11:53 AM

To: Johnson, Kathy

Cc: Mark_Wilson@fws.gov

Subject: Comments on Highwood Generztion Station Unit #1

Southern MT
fiectric Comment L.
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Subsequently, we have also met with Patrick Farmer of WESTECE Environmental
Services, Inc. and Jeffrey T. Chaffee of Bison Engineering, Inc. to further
discuss impacts to threatened and endangered species near the proposed
project area

I am attaching ocur return correspondence letier that was sent to Mr. Islam
of St 2y Con c. on Novempber 9, 2004. This letter will serve as
our < en as well.
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(See attached file: Southern MT Electric Comment Letter 11 04.doc)
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Johnson, Kathy

From: Slerra_Harris@fws gov

Sent: Thursday, April 14, 2005 12:01 PM
To: Jonhnson, Kathy

Subject: Follow up to comment letter

Southern MT
dJectric Comment L.

ttached file: Southern MT Electric Comment Letter 4 05.pdf)
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100 N. Park Zve., Suite 320

Helena, MT 52601

i £/449~5225 ext. 202
445-3336%
rrisf@iws.gov
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April 14, 2005

Kathleen Johnson

MEPA Project Coordinator

Re: Highwood Generating Station EIS
Montana Dept. of Environmental Quality
PO Box 200901

Helena, MT 59602-0901

Dear Ms. Johnson,

The Department of Natural Resources and Conservation, Water Resources Division,
submits this comment on SME’s Highwood Generating Station EIS.

The scoping document indicates SME will purchase water rights from the City of Great
Falls, and total planned water use is 3200 gpm. However, nowhere in the permitting
section of the document is DNRC’s water right authorization process reflected.

Please be advised that SME’s water use will require authorization from DNRC to change
Great Fall’s water right or reservation. It is unclear to me which water right or
reservation SME plans to purchase, and this could have a significant effect on the length
and intensity of the application process, and the level of scrutiny given by my
Department and the public.

Thank you, and I may be reached at (406)538-7459.

Scott Irvin, Regional Manager

Lewistown Water Resources Office

Dept. of Natural Resources & Conservation
613 NE Main St, Suite E

Lewistown, MT 59457



Johnson, Kathy

From: Martin, Dan

Sent: Friday, April 15, 2005 1:36 PM

To: Johnson, Kathy

Ce: Martin, Dan

Subject: Montana Department of Transportation Comments on the Highwood Generation Station

Scoping Document

Kathy,

We have reviewed the subject Scoping Document and our comments and concerns would be the encroachment and the
associated impacts of railroad spurs or power lines into the right-of-way of state roadways. Also, increased traffic volumes
on our highway system as a result of this type of development is something we would want to review. Thanks

Dan Martin, Planner

Program and Policy Analysis Bureau
Rail, Transit and Planning Division
Montana Department of Transportation

AL4 L2072
e -OOUD
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Uz_med States Department fthe Imenor L

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVIC E

-“ECOLOGICAL'SERVICES =
MONTANA FIELD OFFICE
100 NL PARK., STUITE 320
: HELENA, MONTANA 59601 - .. -
quw 4_0_6‘ 4483205, FAX (406) ?—49~5339 R

M.30~ RBA (I}
Southerri Montana Flectric Cooperamv e

Stanley Consult tants, Tnc.
MT Rara_hiam T
1400 Independence 'Ave. SW, StoP 1 T1 o

Room 2240 '
Wasbmcton. DC 20250- 137T

Dear Mr. Islam': R D

This letter responds to your con‘esncndence re ewed i OLI' offf
request for the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service’s (Serwcy} comments on vom pmposed Dlan for :
the Southern Montana Fleciric G&T Coonera‘ave coal fired uhcalam& ﬂmmzed bed DID_]BCt. e
According to the documentation provided o us the proposed DI’O} ct WLl bé located 1n Cascade
Cmm‘fy Wltm:l the Vclm‘fy of GrpaL F aBs Momanc_ : :

In acuordance mth aechon 7(c) of fhe Act, tne Servlc.u has detar:amed that tbe foﬂowmc Lsted
species may beﬂ present m tbe acmon area . »

CASCADE COUNT Y °
| Haligeetus leucocephalus ; Baid Eagle
| Lynx canadensis (‘ Canada Lvnx

TT=7;=fpam:M+.n,-’4 R

An adcntonal Ln.bie com..mmcr more specific spe"ies ;T_fovmanon 18 alSO enmosed with this lettpr -
This data was collected within 2 10 mile radins of fhe City of Great Falls. The information ™ '
provided in this table was found at the Natural Resources I mvenmry strem (NRID) unaer

mz=racmve maps.and aata applications (Em:p //nus atatemtl.sﬁ S v

The Se:“V'c;v 18 promn.nv this information to aaszst youin aetam:mnsz possmie Impacts to species
of federal concern. There mayv be state species of concern in the vicinity of the project and we
recommend contacting Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks at 1420 East Sixth Avenue, PIO. Box
200701, Helena, Montana 52620~ O””‘ 406-444-2535 or the Montana Nataral Pcm Pmﬁ'"am,

1315 E ES‘bIh %vpnue, P.O ch “Q-SOO Helena, Montana \96’70» 80’“ 1‘-0 4 5 354.
For those actions wherain a Dlmomcd assessment is ‘equ::na. thp assessment snm.h. be

mpl ed within 180 days of Imidation. This ime Tame can be extended by mutual awemﬁnf
tween the fzderal agency or its designated non-federal :*D‘as=n,aﬁ vé and the Service. Ifan

o' O
(@]
‘(_I‘
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,/\ .
assessmment 18 not l_maw\ :}L._L_L 50 days, this list of threatened '@ﬂdancared species should
be verified with the Service prior fo imitiation of the asse ssment. The biological assessment may
be undertaken as part of the federal agency's uQIlehBIlC“ of \:E"‘T_‘.Dn 107 of the N'EP A and”
Incorporated into the Ni:PA dOCLIIl&.LI: o o

We recommend that biclogical assessme nfs include the following:

L A description of the project. L R

2. A description of the specific arza ﬂ'_\c.‘[ May De aﬁ”mted by the action. :

3. The current status, habitat use, and behavior of T/E spec1es in the project area.

4, Discussion of the methods used to determine the information in Ttem 3.

5. Am analysis of the affects of the action on listed species and proposed sPeuLes and ﬂlﬁll'
habitats, including an mysms of any cumulative effects. S

6. Coordination/mitigetion measures that will reduce/ mLm_naLe Aadverse 1mpac1:s to T/E
species.

7. The expected status of T/E species in the future (short and long term). durin,‘zfandlaﬁar
project completion. . _

8. 4 determination of "May affect, likely to adversely affect” or ‘rMay affect, not ]ikely to
adversely affect” for listed species.

o, A determination of "is likely to jeopardize" or "1s not Ikely to _]EODﬁIdlZB" for proposed

_ species.
10.  Citation of hte:ra*mIe and personal contacts nsed & n duvalopmcr the assessment. .

Ifitis dete J:mmed a pmposed program or project "is likely to adversely affect!!, (ATLY-. hsted Species,
formal constltation should be» mmat\,d Wlththis office. Ifitis concmded the pmject "1s ot
\Lﬂcelyto aczversely affaf't" hs* ’d spvemel €. S 'mce snomd be asked to Teview the assessment -

A federal agency may designate a non—federal representaive to conduct informal comsultaﬁ(m or
prepare biolo g:u:al assessments. However, the nltimate resuonsﬂ:ﬂlty for section 7. comphance
remain$ with the federal ¢ agency and wo *4n notice should be provided to, ﬂlu Se*’v10° - pOD. £ such a
designation. We recommend federal agencies prowde their non-federal Tepresentatives with '
proper guidance and oversight dmmo preparanon of bmlomcal assessments and:evaluation of
poLcntlal impacts fo Listed spemes e o

QPhﬁrm 7(&\ nf the A \ of Ienm-req ﬂ'mf the fad, g_dennv‘ and pgm-zﬁ icenas anﬁiicant‘sh977 not
make any u‘:eve:sﬂ)le or matnevable cmmtme t of resources which Woul m‘eumde me :
formulation of ruasonable and. pmaent altamaﬁves un‘:l cansultatlon on hsred speczes 1871

completed.

If wetlands may be impacted by this project, Corps- of Engineers Section 404 pézmitsmav be

. required. The Service suggests the proposed project be designed to avoid and minimize impacts

1o any wetland areas, stream channels and surrounding vegetation to.the greatest extent poqsfble £
Where feasible, minimize the area necessary for-construction to reduce direct habitat mpacts
Tke auohcant should analyze direct; ‘indirect and cmdauvu MDECS alono with ‘umre acumues i
require mommmamthese -vp'owmems S B FOT A R

The Semw BJluE:. Monma SLb O‘f“* ce has snokr_ recently W_uh Ray Waltmr". also Wlffl
Stanley Consultants, Inc., and plansto provi ide comments on the proposed d-project’s Draft -
: nnmonmemal Impact Statement once it isreleased for public:comment. The comments: -2 &
Pontaaned W’thlIl this iett& are to be cons1d€m:1 part of the early 1 informal consultation process
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We look forward to *ecez’v':._h Hg.lmo:al Imformation on this proje ot onocitis available for peblic
Teview,

The Service appreciates your efforts to | Incorporate fish and ‘WLLCL;). TESQUITE COnCerns into vour
Dr“\_} ect piann.n,. IEFyou have questions or comments relatad to this is sue, please contact Sierra
Harris at L»O 445-5225, extension 202 or me at extension 205,
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Enclosure: '-Table contammcr N S Spevus of Cancem data W*thm a TO mile Iadla_.S of Great
' Ea.Ls Mﬁmana : i : : :

E {USFWS Billings, MT (Att:z Lou Hanaou:‘y} 2
: ' ’-?USDA_. RUS, Washmcton, D C (Artn Denms Rankm)
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.l- '......,. WL B Al BLIG
Alhgne cunloularia Animal SENSITIVE |,
Buteo regalls Fepruginous | Anlmal G4 528 SENSITIVE 1984-05, 1987-05
Hawi S o
Childonlas niger Black Tem Anlmal G4 53R o _ SENSITIVE 1843 - " 7/7/1986
Hallagelus leucocephalus| Bald Eagle | Antmal G4 - 53 PSILT,PDL | THREATENED | - SPECIAL v
. : .- STATUS KK C
Laus plplxsan Franklin's Animal GAGS 53B SENSITIVE 1965 <. 6/10/1894
. Gult ) e . R
Nvetlcorax nycllcorax Bladk- |  Antmal G5 S38 - 1979 . . 6/29/1988 -
Wight-heron _ - =
Plegadis ehily While-faced | Anlmal GH 518 SENSITIVE . 1981
Slema birundo Camman Antmal G5 - G388 1988-06" .. 1988-06
JTermn ) ’ o TR T
Bacopa rotundifolia Roundleaf Plant G5 g1 WATCH -~ 1891 1891-09-08
Waler- '
hvssop ] _
LGarex sychnogephala Many- Plant G4 S1 1890 1891-09-08
headed. : ‘
Cenlunculus minimus | Chaffweed Plant G5 52 ~WATCH i.3)¢ 1891 1891-09-10
Entosthodon rublginosus Plant G1G3 SH 1887-06 e . 1887-06
Funarla amerlcana Plant G2G3 SH ) i 1902 - 1902
Nalas quadalupensis Guadalupe Plant G5 51 WATEH 1891-0B-25
nymph o . :
Psllocarphus brevissimus| Dwarl Woolly Plant G4 52 -SENSITIVE S WATCH & 1B91-08-13
heads .
Globat / Slate‘ ;
Ranking Key . ' , o . ) LA . ‘
C G181 At high risk because ol extremely limited and/or Tpidly declining numﬁérﬁ,rﬂngc, nnd/ar habilat, mnkﬂlg'it highly \/‘itil_‘r\lév_'fxgl)le to ghﬂ{xﬂ exlinction or extirpuied in the stute.
G2 "§2 Atrigk beonuse of vary limited and/or declining numbers, mnge, end/or habint, maldng it vuluersble o global extinétion or extirputed'fn il stnle,
G1 53 Polentinlly at risk because of limited and/or declinlng numbers, mage, and/or hubitnl, even though it may be sbundant in some nrens,
G4 54 Unconimon but not mre (although it may be rare in parts of its range), and ugunlly widesprend. Apparently not vulnverable in most ol ils range, but possibly cuuse Tor }nng—tum”
G5 85 Comrifon, widmpr}cnd, und nbundant (althoigh mre in parts ol i1 range). quvulnemblc in most of is range, :
FWS-LT | Listed Threntened Specles
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